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WITNESS 


HON. CLAIR ENGLE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Evtns. The western section of the Subcommittee on the Appro- 
priations for Public Works will hear this morning Members of Congress 
who are interested in projects in their districts or affecting their States. 

The committee is most interested to hear Hon. Clair Engle, of 
California, chairman of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs 
of the House, a very distinguished chairman and very able member. 
The committee will be most pleased to hear his testimony. 

Mr. Eneaue. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

I am here today in support of the recommended appropriations 
for the Central Valley project which is located in my State and which is, 
I believe, the greatest irrigation and reclamation project in the world. 
More particularly this morning I want to deal with the Trinity River 
project in California, a part of the Central Valley project, and to urge 
that the Trinity River project be put on construction status, which can 
be done without increasing the total amount of money budgeted for 
the Central Valley project in the current budget submitted by the 
Interior Department to the Congress. The 1956 budget recom- 
mendation for the Central Valley includes $400,000 for advanced 
planning for the Trinity River project. 

This, I might add, is in addition to some $572,000 that has been 
spent in previous years for the same purpose. This amount can 
be shifted to a construction item and there is sufficient slack in the 
moneys appropriated for distribution systems in the Central Valley 
project, as well as some other features that will not be immediately 
needed, to permit an increase of construction funds for the Trinity 
River project to the extent of $1 million. 

The insertion of the following statement, either in the bill or, in my 
opinion, in the report, would permit the start of construction of the 
Trinity project without increasing the funds to be appropriated. The 
language is as follows: 


Provided, That not to exceed $1 million of the amount appropriated herein for the 
entral Valley project under construction rehabilitation and for the Trinity 


(1) 
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River diversion under general investigations may be made available to initiate 
construction of the Trinity River diversion. 


Two years ago a construction item was included in the Interior 
Department budget for the Trinity River project. That was stricken 
out by the Appropriations Committee at that time and transferred 
to a planning item. The reason given was that the Trinity River 
project was authorized under the 1939 Reclamation Act by secretarial 
finding of feasibility filed by Secretary of Interior Chapman on 
January 2, 1953, and the Appropriations Committee at that time said 
that it did not intend to appropriate money for construction for the 
Trinity River project in the absence of an explicit congressional 
authorization. I want to deal with that briefly. 

The Reclamation Act of 1939, section 9 (a), provides that when a 
project meets certain rigid standards of feasibility that the Secretary 
of the Interior, by filing a report with Congress stating that the project 
meets those rigid standards of feasibility and complies in all particulars 
with that law, authorizes the project. In short, the authorization 
does not proceed from the action of the Secretary of the Interior, but 
rather from the operation of the law, the Reclamation Act of 1939, 
specifically setting up the standards. Those standards are very rigid. 
This is the only project in the United States left, with one exception, 
that I know of that will qualify under those rigid requirements. 

As a matter of fact, from time to time the Congress has proceeded 
to build projects authorized by the Secretary of the Interior under the 
provisions of that act. 

Mr. Evins. May I interrupt you at this Point? 

Mr. Enate. Yes. 

Mr. Evins. Could you, without difficulty, supply the committee 
with the names of several projects that have been initiated and con- 
structed under this feasibility interpretation of the statute? 

Mr. Enate. Yes, I will supply you with all of them. 

(The names referred to follow:) 

Name of project: Estimated cost 
Davis Dam project, Arizona-Nevada $120, 000, 000 
Palisades project, Idaho-Wyoming 24, 000, 000 
San Luis Valley project, Colorado 17, 000, 000 
Cachuma project, California 32, 000, 000 
Solano project, California 49, 000, 000 
Deer Creek powerplant, Provo River project 1, 500, 000 

Additional generating capacity, Grand Coulee Dam 32, 000, 000 


Mr. Eneuz. Mr. Chairman, I would like to insert in the record 
at this point the appropriation section of the 1939 act, which is section 
9 (a) of the Reclamation Act of 1939. 

Mr. Evins. Is that very lengthy? 9 
Mr. Enauz. No. It is a small, short paragraph. I have it right 
rere. 

Mr. Evins. Read it for the record. 

Mr. Enaue. Section 9 (a) of the 1939 act reads, in part, as follows; 
that is the Reclamation Project Act of 1939: 


If the proposed construction is found by the Secretary to have engineering 
feasibility, and if the repayable and returnable allocations to irrigation, poW¢T, 
and municipal water supply or other miscellaneous purposes found by the Secre- 
tary to be proper together with any allocation to flood control or navigation under 
subsection (b) of this section equal the total estimated cost of construction 4 
determined by the Secretary, then the new project, new division of a project, oF 
supplemental work on a project covered by his findings shall be deemed authorized 
and may be undertaken by the Secretary. 
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When the Secretary makes his finding, that means that this project 
has to pay out in 40 years plus a 10-year development period under 
the existing provisions of the reclamation law, and there just are 
not any others around able to do it, other than the one to which 

refer. 
eo Evins. And under that section you state that there have 
been many projects initiated and constructed? 

Mr. Eneuz. Yes. I will read them to you: Davis Dam project in 
Arizona-Nevada, costing $120 million; the Palisade project in Idaho- 
Wyoming, $24 million, currently being finished I believe this year 
with an item in your budget; the San Luis project in Colorado, $17 
million; the Cachuma project in California, $32 million; the Solano 
project, California, $49 million; the Deer Creek powerplant, Provo 
River project, $1,500,000; and in addition, additional generating 
capacity was added at Grand Coulee Dam under this provision in 
the amount of $32 million. The total construction made or in progress 
under that section of the reclamation law is $275 million. 

For instance, I have a release here from the Department of the 
Interior dated April 22, 1955, referring to Federal construction of 
the Deer Creek, Utah, hydroelectric plant, which is one of those that 
I mentioned—the Deer Creek powerplant of the Provo River project. 

The Secretary of the Interior issued a press release on April 22, 1955, 
in which he states that they are proceeding to build that project 
under the secretarial authorization. 

In addition, this current budget has in its a substantial sum of 
money—it is either $5 million or $7 million—for the so-called Solano 
project in California, sometimes called the Monticello. When the 
Interior Department put the Trinity in for construction 2 years ago 
and the Appropriations Committee threw up its hands and said they 
were not going to let that item stand but they would transfer it to 
advanced planning, the Solano project was also in the same position, 
but the Solano project went ahead anyway and was put on construc- 
tion status and is now vigorously under construction. 

However, I want to proceed with this to say that the Secretary of 
the Interior made this finding January 2, 1953. During the last 
session of Congress, the present Interior Department had not filed a 
report on the Trinity project, but Secretary McKay on February 17, 
1955, just this winter, approved the Trinity River project and recom- 
mended its construction in a supplemental report. 

Then Commissioner of Reclamation Dexheimer, in his testimony 
before the House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, on April 
13, 1955, just this month, recommended immediate commencement 
of construction of the Trinity River project, asserting that construc- 
tion of the main dam would require approximately 5 years, and because 
of our water shortage out there urged that we get going on the project 
immediately. 

The State engineer of the State of California has approved the 
Trinity River project in his statement filed April 9, 1953. Gov. 
Goodwin Knight, of California, on April 14, 1955, wired the House 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs reaffirming the State’s 
official position in support of immediate construction of the Trinity 

\ver project. And in addition to that, this project is sponsored on 
the Senate side by Senator Knowland and Senator Kuchel. 
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As I stated before, there has been spent $572,000 by the Bureau of 
Reclamation in planning and preliminary engineering on the cop. 
struction of this project. The Trinity project is immediately needed 
in California because the Central Valley canals which are presently 
under construction depend upon the Trinity River division for 4 
portion of the firm water supply. In addition, there is a desperate 
need for additional water in the San Joaquin Valley where 500,000 
acres are going out of production in the next 5 years unless supple- 
mental supplies of water are made available. 

Since construction will require a minimum of 5 or 6 years, it js 
imperative that this project proceed immediately. 

Mr. Chairman, my statement contains also a short history of the 
Trinity River development, and I will ask unanimous consent to 
extend that with my remarks in the record. It is more or less his- 
torical and relates to the planning of this project which has gone on 
over a period of 30 years. 

Mr. Evins. It may be included in the record. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


History OF THE TRINITY RIVER DEVELOPMENT 


The Trinity River division is an addition to the Central Valley project which 
would divert approximately 700,000 acre-feet of water annually from the Trinity 
River into the Central Valley of California. The diversion of this amount would 
provide about 1,200,000 acre-feet of water for additional use in the Central 
Valley. By conveying the water through a series of powerplants, over a billion 
kilowatt-hours of electric energy would be generated annually through the 
installation of 233,000 kilowatts. There is an immediate need for all this energy 
to meet the ever-expanding demands in northern California. 

Since 1923 the Trinity development has been studied by various agencies 
including the State of California and the Federal Power Commission. It was 
included in the State water plan in 1931. In 1942 the Bureau of Reclamation 
started intensive studies looking toward authorization and construction of the 
Trinity River development. The feasibility report was completed in 1951. 
The report and findings by the Secretary of the Interior on the Trinity River divi- 
sion were transmitted to the Congress on January 2, 1953. To date $572,000 have 
been spent on investigations (including estimated expenditures between now and 
July 1). Of this amount $140,000 has been spent subsequent to authorization. 
This has permitted detailed studies including geologic investigations of the dam 
sites and the initiation of final designs. 7 

The detailed studies subsequent toauthorization have resulted in some modifi- 
cation in the plan, the principal change being a recommended increase in the 
capacity of the Trinity Reservoir. A supplementary report dated July 1954 
setting out the modifications recommended in the plan has been completed, is 
presently under review by the State of California, and will be furnished the 
Congress in the very near future. However, the modifications in the authorized 
plan are such as to make it unnecessary to delay the appropriation of funds to 
undertake construction until there has been final approval of the changes. 


Mr. Enete. This project is ready to go and it has been ready to go 
since January of 1953. It was included by the Interior Department 
itself in 1952 on a construction item basis. It has been approved 
now by the Secretary of the Interior in a formal supplementary report, 
the date of which is February 17, 1955. It has been approved and 
urged by the State engineer of California, by the Governor of Call- 
fornia, and by our two United States Senators. In short, it is approved 
by everybody. . 

As far as starting construction on it and putting it on construction 
status at this time, it establishes no precedent whatever because, as 
I indicated, there are 7 or 8 projects totaling nearly $300 million which 
have been similarly started, and as far as I am aware, with one excep 
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‘ion, which is the Ventura project in California, this is the only project 
left in the United States which will qualify for authorization under 
section 9 (a) of the 1939 reclamation law. 

It is a project which has what we call a benefit to cost ratio which 
isvery good. ‘The benefit to cost ratio is 3.31 to 1. In other words, 
nearly $3.50 comes back for every dollar invested by the Federal 
Government. There is not another major water and power project 
in the United States which can compare with it. It is the best and 
the only one left, and I hope for that reason that these items will be 
shifted into construction status, which I say can be done without 
adding a dime to the total amount of money requested in this budget 
for the Central Valley project, because those items can be reshuffled. 
There is some money left in the distribution systems because of delays 
in getting them started—more than enough there, and several other 
plac es In “this item. to permit this construction to start this year. 

[am sure if inquiry is directed to the Interior Department witnesses, 
they will inform this subcommittee, because I have talked to some of 
them about it, that the money is available i in this budget to put this 
project on construction status, increasing the amount $600,000 within 
the items budgeted to the Central Valley project, and I hope that this 
committee will see fit to do it. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Engle, for a very fine and very forceful 
statement. It will be most helpful to the committee. You indicated 
earlier that you only wanted funds diverted from the planning stage 
toconstruction. ‘That is the principal thing that you are advocating 
at this time? 

Mr. Eneue. That is right, a reallocation of funds within the basic 
items, and within the budgeted amount. 

Mr. Evins. Without any increase in appropriations? 

Mr. Enexie. That is right, and it can be done. This language I 
have suggested merely directs that the funds appropriated in ‘this 
budget for the Central V alley project be reshuffled to put the $400,000 
set up in the budget for planning in a construction item and adding 
$600,000 out of other funds made available to the Central Valley 
project. 

Mr. Evins. I believe you pointed out very forcibly and very effec- 
tively that under this statute many projects have gone forward 
similar to the one here originally initiated? 

Mr. Eneue. That is right, almost $300 million worth. 

Mr. Evins. J believe you ‘also pointed out the attitude of the pres- 
ent Secretary of Interior and also the Commissioner of the Bureau 
of Reclamation and said that both of them favor construction of the 
project at this time. 

Mr. Eneur. And so testified before our committee the other day. 
Because of the difficulties I have had, I have introduced a bill which 
just says that this project is reauthorized—Governor Aandahl, Assist- 
ant Secretary of the Interior, came up before our committee, and I 
asked him if he did not regard this project, and if this project was 
hot carried on his books as an authorized project, and he said that 
lt Was. 

Mr. Evrns. Will you state again how much has already been spent 
on this project in planning and. general investigations to date? 

Mr. EnGue. They have spent $572,000 in advanced planning and 
Preliminary engineering on the construction of the project. In other 
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words, over a half million dollars; with this $400,000 would make jt 
nearly $1 million. When you get into the question of where you end 
advanced planning and begin preconstruction, it gets to be a pretty 
fine line. The difference, so far as I am concerned, with reference to 
this project is that if this project is put on construction status, from 
there on we know that we are on the way as far as building the project 
is concerned. 

Mr. Evins. The previous Secretary of the Interior, the present 
Secretary of the Interior, the present chief official of the Bureau of 
Reclamation—— 

Mr. Eneue. Mr. Dexheimer, the Commissioner of Reclamation, 
the present Governor of California, and both United States Senators, 

Mr. Evins. And certainly it is the attitude of the gentleman from 
California, Mr. Engle, and we thank you for your fine statement. 

Mr. Enatez. It is a pleasure to be here, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Hanp. I would like to hear briefly about the statements you 
made about 500,000 acres threatening to go out of production. 

Mr. Enate. In the San Joaquin Valley, yes. The area immediately 
west of Fresno has about 500,000 acres and at the present time their 
wells are going down to around 2,000 feet. Some of those wells cost 
as high as $63,000. They have proposed a project to take care of 
that, or to try to take care of it, called the San Luis project, which is 
currently sponsored by me and by Senator Kuchel and Senator 
Knowland. The Trinity River project would make available a little 
water to help them out until these other major developments can 
take place. 

Mr. Hanp. Then this project is not directly or immediately con- 
nected with the 500,000 acres of which you speak? 

Mr. Enaur. Yes; it is. The Delta Mendota Canal runs down 
into the area, and some 300,000 acre-feet of water can be made avail- 
able from the Trinity to help that situation out down io the San 
Joaquin. 

Mr. Hanp. You contemplate that as being temporary help? 

Mr. Enate. That is right, because eventually they will need about 
2 million acre-feet of water to take care of their ultimate needs. 
This is merely a temporary expedient to sort of bridge the gap. This 
is a serious matter. There is an area down there that is 100 miles 
long and 50 miles wide and as flat as this table. It is beautiful land, 
but it is going out of production. 

It used to be if some fellow spent $65,000 for a ranch, I thought he 
had done pretty well. They spend that much for one pump down 
there, digging down and trying to keep the water coming. By the 
way, in connection with that, perhaps I should read you the telegram 
that Governor Knight sent our committee while this matter was under 
consideration. Here is what he said in his message to the legislature 
on January 3, 1955, his inaugural speech: 

The Trinity River project is now being planned by the Federal Government. 
California has informed the Secretary of the Interior that the project is feasible 
from an economic and engineering standpoint and should be constructed at the 
earliest possible date. I recommend that this session of the legislature approve 


a joint resolution urging Congress to begin consideration of this construction 
project at the earliest possible date. 
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Then while we were holding hearings the other day he sent in a 
telegram, and this is what he said, dated April 14: 

Seasonal water supply surveys just completed in California make it even more 
apparent that immediate authorization and construction of the Trinity River- 
San Luis Reservoir projects are required to forestall increasing economic losses 
due to water shortage. Your furtherance of hearings on pending Trinity River- 
San Luis Reservoir legislation is of State and national significance. More than 
half of the members of the California State Senate today authorized a resolution 
memoralizing Congress to authorize these vitally needed water projects. 

Please express my appreciation as Governor to all members of your committee 
for the attentive consideration they have given California’s pressing water 
needs. Cordially. 

Signed, “Goodwin J. Knight, Governor of California.” 

Mr. Hann. Was the joint resolution requested by the Governor 
passed ? 

Mr. Enete. That is what he referred to here in his telegram. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Engle. 

Mr. Enete. Thank you, gentlemen. 


Turspay, Aprit 26, 1955. 


CoLtuMBIA River PrRoJectT 


WITNESS 


HON. RUSSELL V. MACK, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 


Mr. Evins. Mr. Mack, our colleague from Washington, is the 
next witness scheduled. Mr. Mack, we are always pleased to see 
you and welcome you, and the committee will be delighted to hear 
you. I believe you are interested in the Columbia River projects 
that are in the budget and the Chehalis River. 

Mr. Mack. Mr. Chairman, I am interested in that. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Mack is a very diligent, very able, very hard 
— and very fine Congressman, and I want to put that in the 
record, - 

Mr. Mack. I am interested in the Columbia River. There is 
a project there for about $8 million, and I do intend to appear before 
the committee later when a supplemental appropriation bill is proposed 
later in the year to request an initial start on that project. Today, 
however, I would like to discuss with you a project on Grays Harbor, 
Wash., which is of emergency character. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank you for your courtesy and kindness in 
providing me time today to testify on a subject of great interest to 
60,000 of my constituents. 

Grays Harbor is a large seaport that penetrates the center line of 
the Washington State coast and is navigable for big vessels, inland 
for about 20 miles. Ships of the Victory and Liberty class navigate 
the Grays Harbor channel. 

Principal products exported are lumber, plywood, doors, furniture, 
pulp and paper. Principal products imported are oils, sulfur and 
ime rock for pulp mills. Several hundred large vessels clear this 
harbor annually with cargoes. 
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During 1954, a total of 171 ships loaded or unloaded 470,426 tons 
of cargo at Grays Harbor. Of these 171 ships, 141 had a draft jy 
excess of 20 feet. 

Grays Harbor in 1954 shipped a total of 142,115,610 feet of lumber. 
or 21 percent of all the cargo shipments of lumber made by the State 
of Washington. 

The port of Grays Harbor, a local publicly owned operation, last 
year spent $152,800 of its own money dredging the harbor channel 
to keep it maintained properly. 

The upper 3 to 3% miles of the channel require dredging to a width 
of 200 to 350 feet and a depth of 30 feet to permit its navigation with 
full cargoes by the large ships that service the industries on this part 
of the channel. 

Last year Congress authorized this dredging job on the basis of 
industries already located on this stretch of the river. These indus- 
tries include five lumber mills and a large oil tanker unloading and 
storage depot. 

At the hearings which preceded the authorization of this project, 
the United States Army Engineers testified that the dredging of this 
3%-mile stretch of the river to the desired width and 30-foot depth 
would cost $403,400 and involve an annual maintenance cost of 
$12,500. 

The United States Army Engineers testified that savings that 
would result from this $403,400 project are estimated at $33,250 
annually, of which $16,380 would be from elimination of delays to 
shipping, $9,870 from savings in transportation, $5,000 from elimi- 
nating damage to ships and $2,000 from eliminating damage to shore 
installations. When a pulp mill is built on this stretch of the river 
these savings, of course, will be increased—probably by as much as 
100 percent. 

The engineers, the budget and the Public Works Committees and 
the Congress, last year, all agreed that, on the basis of already existing 
cargo users on this section of the river, this dredging job was justified. 
It was authorized. 

Budget, however, did not include the job in the current President’s 
budget you now are considering. 

A new circumstance has developed since that budget was made up. 
The Weyerhaeuser Timber Co., within the last 6 weeks, decided to 
build a large 300-ton-a-day pulp mill at a location on the upper 
reaches of the proposed dredging job. This one new pulp mill, not 
foreseen when the budget was sent to Congress, will require 30 large 
ships to service it with incoming and outgoing cargo. 

Unless a channel to handle incoming and outgoing freight to this 
mill is provided the pulp mill may not be built at this location. Its 
important that this channel be dredged. There now is twice as much 
justification for its dredging now as when the project was approved 
last year. 

I am quite certain the United States Army Engineers will tell you 
so if you ask them. 

The pulp mill people under Government regulations cannot dredge 
this river themselves even if they wanted to do so. They should not 
be expected to do so because five lumber mill operations and an oil 
tanker station also would benefit from this improvement already 
authorized by Congress. 
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There is another very important reason why the Federal Govern- 
ment should provide funds now to dredge this channel in order to 
assure the location of this pulp mill in this area. 

Adjacent to Grays Harbor, and within 40 miled of the proposed 
location of this proposed pulp mill, the Federal Government owns 15 
to 20 billion feet of standing timber that has been placed in a Federal 
sustained-yield unit under rules which provide that the logs from this 
ynit must undergo primary manufacture on Grays Harbor. 

The federally owned timber in this one forest Federal sustained- 
vield unit that is entirely owned by the Federal Government has a 
value on the stump, as it now stands, of not less than $150 million. 

Under the sustained yield law only one-eightieth to one-hundredth 
of this timber is cut annually. Last year the Federal Government 
received $1,688,904 for the 111,045,000 board feet of logs taken from 
this unit. It is to be expected that the Federal Government will 
receive this much or more every year for the next 100 years, or longer, 
from this timber. 

The lower grade logs that come from this sustained yield tract under 
normal marketing will be sold to pulp and paper mills. These logs 
will go to pulp and paper mills because these logs are not of a type 
usually desired by lumber mills or plywood plants. 

Because the Government owns so much timber in the area immedi- 
ately adjacent to Grays Harbor it is important it have a user of its 
low grade logs established in this area. By getting a pulp mill in the 
area better use of the Federal forests in the area will be assured. 
The Government will have a better market for its low grade logs and 
as a result probably get back over a few years many times what this 
proposed dredging job will cost. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Mack, for a very fine statement. How 
many miles of dredging do you feel would be necessary or required 
once the project is underway? 

Mr. Mack. The harbor from the entrance to 16 miles or 16% miles 
inland is dredged to a 30-foot or better depth now. There is only 
3% miles of the river on which are located 6 sawmills, 1 oil tank station, 
and will be this proposed pulp mill, that it will be necessary to dredge. 

Mr. Evins. Only 3% miles? 

Mr. Mack. That is right. 

Mr. Evins. What do the Corps of Engineers estimate again will be 
the ultimate cost? 

Mr. Mack. $403,400. 

Mr. Evins. The Corps of Engineers and the Department of Interior 
all look favorably upon this project? 

Mr. Mack. They all approved the authorization of the project last 
year, but it was not included, as I said, in the budget this year, for 
appropriation. In January no one knew about the plan to build a 
pulp mill at Cosmopolis. These plans have developed within the 
last 6 weeks. 

Mr. Evins. How much are you requesting at this time, Mr. Mack? 

Mr. Mack. These pulp mill people will start building their plant by 
July. They will have it completed by next spring or next July 1956 
80 with only $403,000 required, I think the whole amount should be 
made available for use immediately, that is, by next July 1. 

Rid oe How long has the project been studied or been con- 
sidered? 
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Mr. Mack. It was taken up before the House Public Works Com. 
mittee first, before the House of Representatives, last year an¢ 
approved by the Public Works Committee; then went through the 
same action in the Senate. The project was authorized only last year 
We would not be here pressing this matter if it were not for this new 
proposed pulp mill installation on the river. This pulp mill will pro. 
duce 300 tons of pulp a day, 100,000 tons a year. 

Mr. Evins. The benefits to private individuals as well as to the 
Government from the sale of the timber will far exceed the cost of the 
project? 

Mr. Mack. This pulp mill will make possible greater utilization of 
both federally owned and private timber, because pulp mills uses a low- 
grade log, which is always the most difficult timber for which to find a 
market. 

Mr. Evins. Certainly it is false economy and not farsighted not to 
go forward with such a project. 

Mr. Mack. Under this new development, I think that is true. 

Mr. Hanp. Will any of this timber be lost and not go to the market 
if the dredging is not undertaken? 

Mr. Mack. Of course, the timber eventually is going to be used. | 
would say that perhaps some of the low-grade logs might not reach 
the market because when you take a very low-grade log, you cannot 
transport it to a pulp mill hundreds of miles away at an economic cost. 
I am sure the Federal Government will obtain a better price for its 
adjacent pulp timber if this mill is built there. 

Mr. Hann. What is the normal draft of the boats? 

Mr. Mack. They use the Victory and the Liberty type or vessels, 
which I suppose have a draft of about 28 feet. There have been a great 
many groundings of ships in this area—in this section of the river which 
we want dredged. 

Mr. Hanp. Does Weyerhaeuser plan to use the 28-foot-draft ship? 

Mr. Mack. I would say it would be uneconomic to use a ship of 
any shallower draft than 28 feet. I think Weyerhaeuser will use the 
Victory and Liberty type of ship. That is the type of ship that is 
used by Ranier Mill which is located about 5 miles downstream from 
the proposed Weyerhaeuser plant. 

Mr. Hanp. They are building this plant there with a depth of, 
what was it, 23 or 24 feet? 

Mr. Mack. That is what it is now. 

Mr. Hann. What type of ships would they plan to use if this 
improvement were not made? 

Mr. Mack. I donot know. Weyerhaeuser has not made any state- 
ment on that. They are hopeful that the project will be built. [am 
satisfied if this project is not built this year it will be next year, but 
I think it is rather an emergency situation and the dredging should 
be done now because of the high ratio of benefits to cost. 

Mr. Hann. Does the Weyerhaeuser plant use the harbor now? 

Mr. Mack. They can use it with partly loaded ships. They could 
not load full cargoes unless the channel is dredged deeper than 24 
feet. The mills that are located along this stretch of river today 
only partially load the ships with lumber. 

Mr. Hanp. Is there any other industry which would be directly 
benefited by the improvement except the new pulp mill? 
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Mr. Mack. Yes; there are 6 plants on that section of the river 
now: Shaffer Bros., E. C. Miller, the Bay City, all large saw mills 
employing 200 or 400 people, and there are 3 mills that employ about 
a hundred each, and there is the large Standard Oil tanker unloading 
depot. All these will benefit from this dredging, because all seven 
are operating on this section of the river now. They use smaller- 
draft vessels, and the engineers, in their testimony on this project, 
pointed out that by spending $403,000 on this dredging that $33,000 
a vear would be the annual benefits. 

Mr. Hanp. Is that where the engineers get the $33,000, the bene- 
fits directly resulting from the larger ships to be used? 

Mr. Mack. Mainly, yes, sir; and the saving of damage to ships that 
will be avoided by a wider and deeper channel. 

Mr. Hanp. Has there been any suggestion at any time made in 
connection with local cooperation? 

Mr. Mack. The port of Grays Harbor at the present time does 
dredge along harbor wharves sections of the channel. Last year the 
port of Grays Harbor, through a 2-mill tax, spent $152,000 for dredg- 
ing on that harbor to keep commerce moving. The local authorities 
say that is as far as they can possibly go. 

Mr. Hanp. Do we not have a somewhat analogous problem in the 
proposed deepening of the Delaware River from Philadelphia to Tren- 
ton, at a very much larger cost of course than this project, in which 
the administration has suggested that the United States Steel, being 
largely benefited by it, pay a substantial part of the cost? It is 
somewhat similar, is it not? 

Mr. Mack. My understanding of the Delaware River project is 
that as of the present time United States Steel will be practically the 
sole beneficiary of that improvement. It is hoped there will be other 
installations later on this Chehalis River project. There are 7 indus- 
trial installations already there which will immediately benefit. 

We discussed in the Public Works hearing at considerable length 
whether the Port of Grays Harbor should be required to cooperate 
financially on this project, and the unanimous decision of the committee 
members was that they felt the Federal Government should assume 
the responsibility for the entire $403,000. 

_ Mr. Hanp. Did you have any special maintenance problems there 
in the past? 

Mr. Mack. In that particular area? 

Mr. Hann. Through the harbor area? 

Mr. Mack. No. A number of years ago the Federal Government 
spent about $12 million building 2 jetties at the harbor entrance. I 
had a letter from General Itschner this morning telling me that ever 
since those jetties were completed, there always has been 30 feet of 
water at all points over the bar and in the channel up to about the 
16-mile point. 

Mr. Hann. No special dredging problems? 

_ Mr. Mack. Except the dredging along the wharves and dredging 
into these two tributary smaller rivers that feed in the harbor. This 
dredging has been done by the port of Grays Harbor at a cost of 
$152,000 to the port during the last year. 

Mr. Hann. What is the width of the channel at the point which 
you hope will be dredged? 
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Mr. Mack. The Engineers want to dredge the channel from 29 
feet to 300 feet in width with the turning basin in the neighborhood of 
this Cosmopolis location so the ships can turn around and come back 

Mr. Hanp. Thank you. 

Mr. Evins. You make a very persuasive argument. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Mack. 


Turspay, APRIL 26, 1955, 


SAN BERNARDINO County PRoJgct 


WITNESSESSES 


HON. HARRY R. SHEPPARD, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

S. WESLEY BREAK, CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, 
SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY, CALIF. 


Mr. Evins. The committee will hear Congressman Sheppard and 
Mr. Break. I believe Congressman Sheppard is interested in the San 
Bernardino County project. He is a senior member of the Committee 
on Appropriations and a very able and outstanding Member of Con- 
gress, and certainly this subcommittee is most pleased to hear him. 

Mr. SHerparp. [ would like to present maps to you gentlemen of 
the committee. Perhaps it will be a little more interesting to have 
them before you, because it will give you a visual picture of the prob- 
lem with which we are confronted out there. We are also supplying 
you with some brochures. I know what it is myself to sit in commit- 
tee hearings of this character and have people come in and take up 
sometimes superfluously a lot of time of the committee, so I requested 
my people out there from an engineering and technical point of view 
to provide every possible answer in a brochure. 

I wish to express my appreciation for the courtesy you gentlemen 
have conferred upon Mr. Break, chairman of the board of supervisors, 
San Bernardino County, Calif., and me, in permitting us to appear 
before your committee. 

The major and north portion of the city of San Bernardino, Calif, 
is in a hazardous situation due to a devastated watershed. 

The Devil Creek diversion together with the Lytle Creek levees 
lie below extensive and very recently burned areas. The estimated 
Federal cost of the construction concerned is $5 million. The Corps 
of Engineers estimates it would cost $230,000 to complete all necessary 
advance planning for these units; and providing no_ unforesect 
difficulties arise, it could initiate construction in the first year funds 
available—expending $770,000 for construction in the first year. The 
total then which it could expend on this important work would be 51 
million in the first year funds are made available. | 

On the east side of the area there is authorized a second portiol 
of the project termed the East Twin and Warm Creeks channel 
improvement. The estimated cost of this second section to the 
Federal Government is $10,200,000. Here the Corps of Enginee!s 
could complete the advance planning amounting to $200,000 in the 
first year funds are available, but it would be unable to undertake 
the construction during the first year. 
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There is no recent reevaluation of the ratio of benefits to cost in 
this project. The ratio at time of authorization was 1.17 to 1 for the 
overall project. It would appear to me that the recent burns would 
have a marked tendency to increase this favorable ratio. 

It is of the greatest importance that this project proceed at the 
most rapid rate possible. I recommend that the committee give 
consideration to appropriating the funds the Corps of Engineers 
believes it could use in the first year of planning and construction, 
totaling $1,200,000. I appreciate that this committee is faced with 
many, many urgent problems and many demands. Should it find it 
cannot appropriate the full sum, at least the $230,000 should be 
made available in fiscal year 1956 so the project can be constructed 
as soon thereafter as possible. 

Mr. Break is here and prepared to give a more extensive statement 
than I, but I call your specific attention, if I may, to the map which 
you have before you, because it delineates the entire picture perhaps 
to much better advantage than I could explain it to you. You have 
a total property value involved in this situation of $953,178,700, and 
the total burned area, as indicated on this map, within the red lines, 
is 12,480 acres. The estimated population exposed is 135,000. 

I call your attention, many of you perhaps were not here at the 
time, to what occurred in that area in 1938. We had a devastating 
flood that really tore the city of Colton wide open and had Army en- 
gineers out at 3 o’clock in the morning. In fact, the governmental 
agencies were most cooperative in trying to get that straightened out 
at that time to the best of their ability without adequate flood control 
measures. 

I call your attention to the large exposed open gray section reflected 
in the lower left side there, where that problem hit us in 1938. That 
has been corrected to a reasonable degree by a large runoff area. Our 
problem is not centered in that particular area at the moment. The 
areas that are actually threatened are the city of San Bernardino and 
Colton and the Norton Air Force Base. The latter is a large air ma- 
teriel command operation that has a total investment there of some 
$440 million, aside of course from the people involved who work in 
the depot. The amount employed there at this time is around 8,400 
or possibly more. It is a very important operation within the Air 
Force. The entire situation has struck us by these vast burns which 
are depicted at the top of this photograph; that is the reason it was 
not in the original budget. 

The project is concurred in by the Army engineers who, I presume, 
have made or will make a statement before your committee relative 
to the necessity of taking care of the situation. This is all due, very 
frankly, gentlemen, to ‘the emergency developing from the recent 
burns we have had in this area. In other words, that watershed is 
just devastated and we are in a very precarious situation because, 
climatically speaking, we are back in the so-called wet cycle in C ali- 
fornia. It has been a dry cycle for a good many years out there, 
and now we are in the wet cycle. If we “eet a heavy precipitation in 
this area, we are just going to have a very serious economic probk m 
on our hands because the entire north portion of the city of San 
Bernardino and adjacent territories lying thereunder are going to be 
involved. There is no question about it. 
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If you have any questions you wish to direct to me personally, | 
will be glad to respond. Otherwise, I will present Mr. Break, the 
chairman of our board of supervisors, who wishes to make a state. 
ment. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Sheppard, we may want to ask you some questions 
later, but we will have Mr. Break now supplement your statement, 

Mr. Break. Gentlemen, I might make a few statements further. 
We have two transcontinental railroads that go through this area. 
the Union Pacific and the Santa Fe Railroads, and two major State 
highways, one State Highway 395, and the other, 66. Also back 
of this so-called little mountain, if you can follow the map, there js 
an area between here marked ‘‘San Bernardino County project.” That 
is in the center of this. At that point it is a local drainage problem, 
and we have at this time engineers hired that are designing the 
project to take care of the drainage of that particular area. We 
also have a bill in our State legislature, and I talked to our State 
Senator this morning who told me that it was still in committee but 
he felt very sure that it would be allowed, of private financing for 
that $1,640,000 that is shown there. 

That particular project will tie into the Government project or 
the Army engineers project. We have been working very closely 
with the Army engineers from the very beginning with the engineers 
that we have hired so that this ties in. That diversion is the im- 
portant part. The Devil Canyon diversion, according to the Army 
engineers’ survey, is about 75 percent of the potential runoff that 
would flood the city of San Bernardino and surrounding area. 

As these maps are marked, you notice that one of them is in brown 
and the other is in red. The brown picturing in the map here would 
be the potential runoff of the Cable Canyon, and a fire as we had in 
December of this last year would go directly into the city of San 
Bernardino if this project was not completed. This runoff follows the 
Santa Fe and Union Pacific tracks right into the city, and that is the 
low area through there. 

Also, at the time that the Latahone Creek project was perfected and 
built, this diversion was part of that project, or eventually a part of 
the project, to take care of any erosion against that bank because of 
diversion. 

Also, if this project is not developed, the runoff from this area that 
goes to the east would flow into the Twin Creek project, which we feel 
would cause another diversion that might throw the water over into 
the north on the Air Force Base, as the Congressman has already 
stated to you, because of the debris. 

I think there is one other statement that should be made. This Is 
very steep mountainous area. It is a type of soil that moves very 
easily. It is not boulders and rocks as many of our mountains are, 
but it is soil. You will find in the pamphlets that I have with me 
photographs showing from our small range the amount of erosion 
that we get from just a small amount of water on this watershed, 
because you can see from the elevation of 1,500 to 6,000 feet it 1s 
almost straight up and down in the area that was burned last Septem- 
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Mr. Evins. I notice that the San Bernardino County has a project 
up in the lefthand corner of $1,640,000. What is the nature of that: 
Mr. Break. That is the local drainage that I referred to earlier, si’. 
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\r. Evins. Is there a dam built there? 

Mr. Break. No; there is no dam. That is just supplemental 
drainage, and in the project there are settling basins for not only 
the settlement, but also for water. 

Mr. Evins. From that area across the brown section indicated on 
ihe map how far in distance is that? 

Mr. Break. It is about 2% miles, sir. 

Mr. Evins. Would the proposed dam to be built in that area be 
that long? 

Mr. Break. It is not a dam, sir. It is just a channelization and 
debris basin. 

Mr. Evins. It is a diversion dam? 

Mr. SuepparD. That is right. It takes the accumulated water 
that flows from the contour of your watershed and they accumulate 
in a somewhat restricted area, comparatively speaking, and as they 
accumulate and start to flow, this is to retard and hold them down and 
the excess water out of the area and divert it down with it disappearing 
at lower levels. 

Mr. Evins. For my information, would the water be diverted east 
of the city or west of the city? 

Mr. Break. That is east of the city. 

Mr. Evins. That would tie in with the Twin Creek project? 

Mr. Break. That is right. 

Mr. Evins. The initial cost of that phase of the project was esti- 
mated at about $5 million? 

Mr. Break. For the Devil Canyon diversion the engineers esti- 
mated cost is around $5 million. 

Mr. Evins. Then from the area in which it connects with the 
Twin Creek project there is a second portion of the project. How 
much is the estimated cost of that? 

Mr. Break. Around $11 million, if I remember correctly. 

Mr. SHepparD. That is correct. 

Mr. Evins. And the second portion has to do with strengthening 
or dredging and improving that drainage area? 

Mr. Break. That is a channelization. 

Mr. SuepparpD. There would be no dredging in there. It is a 
matter of heavy bulldozing work for the purpose of taking your soil 
and moving it out to the right or left side of your channelization. 
There will be no dredging as such. It is all a heavy dirt moving 
operation, 

_ Mr. Evins. The property damage in the past, I judge, Congressman 
Sheppard, has been far greater than the estimated cost? 

Mr. SHepparp. Oh, yes. It is, gentleman, difficult for me to recall 
the specific figure at the moment for 1938, but it was an extremely 
heavy loss, because it went right down through the center and took out 
houses on the left side of the map. There was one piece of center road 
ofheavy cement that weighed, as I recall it, some three and a half tons. 
It was literally picked up en bloc by the crest of that water surge and 
carried about three quarters of a mile downstream. 

In other words, what happens out there in that watershed area, 
when you get a heavy precipitation, is that all of this precipitation 
accumulation just goes out tremendously. It has to be diverted. 
There is no doubt in the world about it. 
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Mr. Break. In the beginning, gentlemen, you were looking at lang 
Today this whole area, as you can see from the photograph here. js 
homes. It is human lives that need to be protected now as much gs 
land. Our population growth has been about 20,000 a year in th: 
past 10 years. 

Mr. Evins. Did the State Highway Department make a contriby. 
tion in connection with road construction? 

Mr. Break. Yes, sir; that part and the railroad companies and the 
public utilities, and I have the clearance through our State water 
resources board, and they have gone along with this project to make 
monies available for utilities. 

Mr. Evins. Congressman Fogarty has previously asked questions 
of Colonel Berrigan and others regarding this project and extensive 
information has been obtained. I might ask Congressman Fogarty 
at this time if he has further questions. 

Mr. Foaearty. No; I think it has been pretty well covered. 

Mr. Jensen. This flood-control condition is bound to get no better 
since you have that great burned-off area there. The water rushes 
down onto your lowland. Of course, this is the first time this situation 
has come to my attention. 

Mr. SHepparpD. Perhaps that is my own fault, and I will tell you 
why: Because I was pretty well tied up with my own hearings, and 
I have not had a chance to talk to you gentlemen about the issue. 

Mr. JENSEN. I can see you have a desperate situation. 

Mr. Suepparp. If it had not been for this fire—very frankly, the 
project set forth by the Army engineers has been authorized for some, 
I think, three and a half years—— 

Mr. JENSEN. Since 1950. 

Mr. Suepparp. It would have undoubtedly taken care of itself to 
a degree, that is, with the work the county was doing in there. 

Mr. Jensen. Have the Army engineers made any statement to the 
effect that they were going to ask for money in the supplemental for 
next year? 

Mr. Suerparp. Yes, they would ask for money in the supplemental 
when they are permitted to do so. The regular budget was formi- 
lated, and this happened at a later date, and we just could not get any 
money in the budget at that time. 

Mr. Jensen. How much money can you spend in fiscal 1956? 

Mr. Suepparp. The statement that I have here comes because | 
asked for this information from the Army engineers. They say they 
can handle $1,200,000, $200,000 to be expended for the completion oi 
their planning operation, and they would have enough time left i! 
something unforeseen did not occur to expend a million dollars 1 
construction. 

Mr. JensEN. Is it a fact that there is not too much planning 
necessary? : 

Mr. Break. The preliminary work has been done, but. the final 
planning has not. As the county has this land purchased, there 1s n0 
land to be purchased in this right-of-way. It has been purchased out 
of flood-control funds, because this was in the early plans of the 
Great Canyon. At that time we started acquisition of this total 
right-of-way and we have that ready at this time. 

Mr. Jensen. I do not hesitate, gentlemen, to say that in a case 0! 
this kind it is pennywise and pound foolish to put off constructio 
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of a project of this kind which we know is going to have to be done 
sooner or later, and the quicker we can get at it, the less it will cost. 
| do not make a practice of putting myself on record for a project at 
this stage of the game, but taking a quick look at this would indicate 
to me that this is a project that we should not put off. I am not 
going to say after I take a longer look at it that I am going to take 
that position. Iam going to leave a little hole for myself to crawl out, 
because this is pretty fast judgment I am taking right now, but in 
looking at this photograph here of that whole valley and hearing you 
gentlemen testify and reading some of the engineers’ reports, it does 
not take me long to come to the conclusion that this is a project that 
has to be taken hold of quickly, Mr. Chairman, in order to save money 
and to save people and to save property and to save the taxpayers’ 
money. 

Mr. SHepparD. Mr. Jensen, I think you will recall that I have been 
very reluctant to appear before this committee and make a presenta- 
tion of the character that I am desirous of making today, because I 
have felt that the committees previously which had jurisdiction were 
handling the situation properly, that it should flow through with the 
other projects that were authorized. I had no objection to that. 
However, at that time my opinion was based upon the fact that we 
did not have these burns in here, and these have happened since then 
to the degree that if we have rainfall of any normal charaeter, we are 
just in a lot of trouble. Otherwise, I am frank to tell you I would 
not be appearing here and asking for funds in excess of the budget. 

Mr. Evins. The $1,200,000 you are asking for is for plans and 
engineering and some construction? 

Mr. SHepparp. And money they can spend this year. The other 
projects we are not asking for. That is a matter that can flow through 
in the normal channel. 

Mr. Break. I met with the district Army engineers in the Los 
Angeles division and went over this with them. Also, when I was 
here a month ago, I was with General Itschner and went over the 
project with him, so the Army engineers have this thing definitely 
and they know all the details. 

Mr. Evins. All the difficulty has been largely with the Budget 
Bureau? 

Mr. Break. That is right, sir. It has been a matter of money, and 
we would not be pushing so hard for this now, but here we are. We 
have been inadry cycle. This is an area that can well be covered with 
snow. If we get a warm spring rain, then there will be a terrific runoff. 
There is no vegetation whatever to hold any of that soil from moving. 

Mr. JensEN. We know you are going to have a flood every year 
when the snow melts in the mountains, is not that right? 

Mr. Break. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. And there is a big area of mountains that drains into 
that rather small area, so you cannot expect any of the floods to be any 
less than they have been this year since the timber was burned off. 
Have you asked for a budget request on this? 

Mr. SHepparp. No. I will ask in next year’s budget for the total 
project, but not this year. 

(Discussion off the record.) 


¢ oa Hanp. Has there been a history of floods in the San Bernardino 
alley? 
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Mr. SHEPPARD. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hanp. Serious floods in this particular valley? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hanp. When were they; recently? 

Mr. Suepparp. The last real devastating flood we had was in 1938 
You see we have been through a dry cycle, Mr. Hand, over a period of 
some 8 years. In fact, we are about a year and a half, under the go- 
called wet and dry cycles, late now with the situation with which we 
may be confronted. We can have a terrifically heavy flood any time. 

Mr. Hanp. Did the flood of 1938 affect the city of San Bernardino 
itself? 

Mr. SHepparp. In the lower section, yes; because the two cities are 
closely related, something like Minneapolis and St. Paul. If you look 
at the map, Mr. Hand, you will find the gray expansion in here is drawn 
down through Verdemont, where it says in the left section Deyore- 
Verdemont area. That is where your flood occurred in 1938 to | 
would not say a full one-third of the population of San Bernardino. 
On the southern and western sides they were also injured, because your 
flood at that time had its origin further to the left than the present 
potential. 

Mr. Hanp. Especially in Colton? 

Mr. SuHepparD. That is correct. 

Mr. Break. The area of San Bernardino extends below that dark 
brown part. That is populated in there and also there are the railroad 
yards and all those things. 

Mr. SHepparD. You have the large pulp and railroad yards of the 
Southern Pacific. 

Mr. Hanp. Let me get this definitely straight. Has there been any 
application at all to the Bureau of the Budget in connection with this 
project? 

Mr. SuepparD. Not in connection with this budget as yet, because 
we were told by the former chairman of the committee that handled it 
that they had allocated money for certain hazardous or semihazardous 
floods in year steps and they were finishing what they considered were 
most vital projects, and they were doing a good job. I have no 
criticism of this procedure. However, since that policy has been set, 
we have had this burn take place. If we had not had this burn, we 
would have been perfectly happy to go along with the course of normal 
engineering events. We would not be here at all. 

Mr. Jensen. How many thousand acres of land were burned off? 

Mr. Break. 12,480 acres. It is a 10-mile strip there across the 
front of those mountains. 

Mr. SHepparp. I want to say to you gentlemen as a whole com- 
mittee, I thank you very much, and I am sure that you oldtimers 
whom I have served with for many years know that it is not a habit of 
mine to come before a committee and ask for an emergency appropr'- 
ation unless the emergency actually prevails, I just will not do that. 

Mr. Jensen. We know that very well. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you; and thank you, Mr. Break. I might say 
that you are most persuasive. 
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Turspay, Aprit 26, 1955. 
San Francisco Bay Survey 


WITNESS 


HON. GEORGE P. MILLER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Evins. The committee will hear next our colleague, Congress- 
man Miller of California. 1 understand he is interested in the San 
Francisco Bay survey project. We are very pleased to see you, Mr. 
\Miller, and to hear your testimony. 

Mr. Miller is one of our fine colleagues, a very able Congressman, 
very diligent, hard working, and is a strong advocate for the things 
he champions. We are very pleased to receive your testimony, 
Mr. Miller. 

Mr. Mituer. Mr. Chairman, I am very glad to know that all of 
your generous statement is in the record, because I will put it to good 
advantage. 

Mr. Chairman, I am here to plead for money for the San Francisco 
Bay survey. You have all of the technical data that is necessary 
before you to justify it. 

I want to point out to you that the San Francisco Bay is one of the 
creat landlocked harbors of the world and plays a very important 
part in the economy and the defense plans and efforts of this country. 

Throughout recent years, for some reason—we may all have different 
theories about it—there have been gradual changes in the hydrography 
inthat bay. Personally, I think it comes about by reason of the fact 
that when we store waters in the Sierras to be used for irrigation and 
power development, we change the nature of the flow of the rivers that 
run into the bay. 

In the other days under its pristine form these great floods occurred 
in the spring of the year and apparently had a scouring action on the 
oor of the bay. In the last 20 years we have filled the tideland and 
hult an artificial island in the center of the bay that is now part of 
our great naval institution. We are continuing to reclaim and fill 
these lands, and as a result there is an apparent change in the hydrog- 
raphy of San Francisco Bay and the adjacent inland waterways. 

Places where there has never been silt, we now find it. Some years 
ago, about 1937 or 1938, when they started to build what is now known 
is Treasure Island, a 620-acre manmade island in north of Goat 
Island, the natural island in the bay, the battleship Texas came into 
harbor one day and went on down the usual course to her anchorage. 
She stuck in the mud. She was there for 2 weeks. The then current 
charts failed to show a mudbank on this route but it was there. 
It might have been made by a change in the current. We know that 
such things are taking place. To correct these conditions we have 
asked for and gotten money for dredging channels, and so forth. 

Studies are being made out there, but before you can plan or know 
Where you are going to go it is necessary to have an overall study 
made of that bay system and its hydrography so that we will know 
what we can do and what we cannot do, and what is going to happen 
i'we make additional changes. 

That is the object of this survey and that is why I am here pleading 
for the money to get it initiated: Necessity for an exhaustive study 
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is now recognized as highly desirable. The Army engineers mak» 
these surveys and studies. They have a great plant down neg 
Vicksburg, Miss., where they make a map of actual canals in prototype 
of the thing they are studying and then by turning water into ; 
they can study the current and flows and know just what is going to 
happen when they put structures in the waterway under investigation, 
This then is merely part of the planning for that great western bay 
area and I ask your consideration of it. 

The things that I have told you about silting are my own conclusions, 
my own ideas and those that I have gleaned from engineers, because 
this problem is not new. Mine, however, is a layman’s opinion. It 
may be entirely erroneous, but the engineers themselves do not know 
the answer and this is an effort to allow them to get some of the 
answers to the pertinent problems. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Miller, for your fine statement, 
You are supporting the budget request of $250,000 for a general 
survey of the entire problem in the San Francisco Bay? 

Mr. Mituer. The San Francisco Bay area survey, and this request 
is for the first increment of it, will continue for some time. I think 
it is going to cost more money as you go along, but this is all the 
money the Corps of Engineers can efficiently expend at this time, 
What they will do is to reproduce the San Francisco Bay and its 
tributary facilities in an area north of San Francisco, and when they 
turn water into the reproduced model they can then determine what 
is going to happen under similar conditions. 

Mr. Evins. Other than the fact that the Teras ship got lodged in 
the mudbank, what other difficulties have you been experiencing? 

Mr. Mixtuer. If you would want me to go into exhaustive detail 
I would burden the record. <A few instances will suffice; the Govern- 
ment has a big naval air station, NAS, Alameda. It is at the 
western end of the town in which I live, where as a youngster we 
used to have fine swimming beaches. They are now filled with 6 
feet of blue muck or mud that has been deposited on them. Every 
2 years or 3 years the NAS, Alameda, has to have the basin and the 
channel dredged. They built a bulkhead about 2,000 feet offshore 
trying to stop the infiltration of silt into the basin where the carriers 
dock. If the Navy would let the silting go for about 5 years you 
couldn’t get the carriers in at all. One trouble is they not only stick 
in the mud but they get silt into their condensers and it just raises the 
dickens with them. 

During the war, as late as the 1940’s, the area of the upper bay 
where they degaussed ships by running them around in circles before 
they put out to sea to get the electricity out of them, on account 0! 
electric mines—I think you are familiar with this—the area where we 
degaussed ships as late as the war has now silted to the point where itis 
closed to navigation of big ships. Around Richmond, Calif., you 
have appropriated money to desilt the channels so the tankers cat 
dock. We have spent on an emergency basis last year about $40,00! 
on the Oakland Estuary. 

As I say, I personally think that in the old days you had this great 
scouring effect of water that came from the natural melting of the 
mountain snow that is now held back by dams and until we know 
what is happening to the bay we cannot take intelligent long-rang? 
steps to correct it. 
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Mr. Evins. Certainly it is your view that these studies should go 
forward and not be postponed? 

Mr. Miter. I think it is highly important that they go forward. 

If you have been down in the Panama Canal you have seen the 
model of the canal that they have there to study tides and so forth, 
and that is just what we are asking for for the San Francisco Bay area. 
It is to get firsthand knowledge. 

| could recite a lot of other instances, but I don’t think they are 
necessary. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Congressman Miller. 

Mr. Miuuer. Thank you, gentlemen. 


Tuespay, Apri 26, 1955. 
THE DALLES AND OwYHEE PROJECTS 


WITNESS 


HON. SAM COON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF OREGON 


Mr. Evins. We will hear next Congressman Sam Coon, of Oregon. 
I believe he is interested in the Dalles project and the Owyhee project. 

Mr. Coon is a very personable and very hard-working Congressman, 
and the committee will be pleased to receive his statement. 

Mr. Coon. Mr. Chairman, I am appearing before this committee 
today in behalf of certain Indian families who have been or will be 
dispossessed in the process of constructing the Dalles Dam project on 
the Columbia River in the States of Washington and Oregon. 

I want to urge that a sum not to exceed $200,000 be allowed for 
the acquisition of land and the construction, or purchase, of adequate 
homes for these Indian families. These homes may be constructed, 
or purchased, on established reservations, in existing communities, or 
on certain “in lieu” sites already acquired by the Department of 
Defense for the Warm Springs, Umatilla, and Yakima Indians. 

It is my understanding from the Corps of Army Engineers that 
this sum, approximately $200,000, is now available in the funds 
already appropriated for this project, and that all that is needed is 
authorization by this committee for its use. 

Together with my request for the authorization of the use of such 
funds for this purpose, I would like to call to the attention of the 
committee, and to make a part of my statement a letter from the 
Honorable Ward R. Webber, county judge of Wasco County, Oreg., 
under date of March 19, 1955, and the “Suggested plans and recom- 
mendations for relocating Indians who now claim legal residence in 
the area between Highway and Columbia River at Celilo, Oreg.,”’ 
sent me by the Wasco County court, both of which I mailed to the 
Honorable Clarence Cannon, chairman of this committee, on March 
24,1955. 

Mr. Chairman, I have another statement regarding the Owyhee 
Reservation project. 

Mr. Evins. Proceed. 

Mr. Coons. I am appearing before this committee today in behalf 
of the request which the regional office of the Bureau of Reclamation 
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at Boise, Idaho, has made for $45,000 of emergency rehabilitation anq 
betterment funds for the Owyhee project this fiscal year, ‘), 
$45,000 made available from 1955 funds will reduce the requirement 
for the 1956 appropriation by this amount. The 1956 appropriation 
bill, which has been submitted by the Secretary and approved by 
the Bureau of the Budget contains the item of $45,000 for which it i 
now proposed to use emergency funds. It is extremely imperatiy, 
that the $45,000 be made available this fiscal year to allow for pur. 
chase of replacement pumps for the Gem Irrigation District, plant, 
The present pumps are in such condition that they could fail during 
the irrigation season which would be disastrous with the expected 
short water season. 

This matter has been brought to my attention by the boards of 
directors of the various Oregon irrigation districts within the Owyhee 
project. Although the pumps in question are used by the Gem Irr- 
gation District in Idaho, it becomes serious to the Oregon districts for 
the reason that all of the districts are within the Owyhee project and 
the Gem District, by pumping from the Snake River increases the 
amount of gravity water supply to the districts and should the pumps 
fail and the Gem District be required to share more heavily in the 
gravity water supply, each of the Oregon districts would be very 
seriously affected. 

A hearing before the Army engineers held at Boise about 5 weeks 
ago in connection with the proposed Duncan Ferry dam site indicated 
clearly the desperate situation the Owyhee project is in this coming 
year. Between the water shortage for the area served by gravity and 
the fact that the area served by pumping from Snake River may be 
disrupted if the present pumps, which have been in use since about 
1919, should fail, it is probable that many of the farmers will not grow 
row crops or sugar beets this year but will substitute hay or grain 
crops which will have a better chance of reaching maturity. This, of 
course, is going to substantially reduce employment in the project 
area and result in lower returns to the farmer. 

Together with my request that the $45,000 be made available at 
this time, I want to call to the attention of the committee, and to 
make a part of my remarks, a statement which I received from Mr. 
W. A. Dexheimer, Commissioner of the Bureau of Reclamation, on 
March 10, 1955, in support of this request, and which I mailed to 
Hon. Clarence Cannon, chairman of this committee, on March 11, 
1955. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Coon. 

In connection with the first portion of your statement and the 
Dalles Dam project, there is some testimony that they have saved 
some money in the construction of this project from that which 
they had earlier estimated. Is it the plan so far as you know of the 
Corps of Engineers to use some of the money saved for resettiing the 
Indians in this area? 

Mr. Coon. That is their plan, yes, and they are making substantial 
savings as they are spending less than they originally estimated, 50 
they do have this money available now. 

Mr. Evins. That is what you are advocating, that they be pe 
mitted to use these savings or money already appropriated for pur 
chase of land, acquiring option on lands, and for construction of 
homes? 
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Mr. Coon. That is correct, in order to relocate the Indians who 
are going to be flooded out when the dam is constructed and the 
water is backed up there. os 

\(r. Evins. We may have had this information earlier, but how 
many Indians will be required to be relocated? 

Mr. Coon. I would have to look it up in this other information. 
[do not have it right here. 

Mr. Evins. Would it be necessary to acquire land in view of the 
fact that vou have reservations in the area? 

Mr. Coon. It might not be; they could relocate them on those 
reservations that are nearby, reservations which are already there. 

Mr. Evins. Your statement mentioned the acquisition of lands. 
What lands will be acquired? 

Mr. Coon. If the Army engineers want to relocate them on other 
lands, my request is that they be permitted to do so. However, 
there are reservations, with plenty of ground, which they already 
have, where they might be able to place them. The Warm Springs 
Reservation is nearby, and it is not too far to other reservations. 

Mr. Evins. The information you have is $200,000 will be sufficient 
for that entire program? 

Mr. Coon. Yes; an amount not to exceed $200,000. Probably it 
will be some less. 

Mr. JENSEN. In the event this $200,000 is not allowed, then what 
would happen? 

Mr. Coon. I suspect this money would then be additional surplus 
which the engineers would have left from appropriated funds. 

Mr. Jensen. What effect would it have on the Indians? 

Mr. Coon. There will be an awfully unhappy bunch of Indians 
who will be left and have to move from this area at Celilo Falls there. 

Mr. Jensen. Do you feel it is a Federal obligation? 

Mr. Coon. The county court down there and all the people that 
have written me on it think that it is, and I think that it is, too. 

Mr. Jensen. You think it is clearly a Federal obligation to take 
care of the Indians in the manner which is presented? 

Mr. Coon. Yes, sir; I do. 

Mr. Evivs. Concerning the Owyhee project, the other portion of 
vour statement, that is in support of the budget justification for 
betterment of projects, including the pumping facilities? 

Mr. Coon. The idea is to get it done this year rather than wait 
until the appropriation bill is passed. The $45,000 we are requesting 
for use now will then be taken out of next year’s budget, but it will 
permit them to replace these pumps at once, pumps which have been 
In use since 1919, and which they doubt will last another summer. 

Mr. Evins. The Bureau of Reclamation is requesting funds in this 
amount for this purpose? 

Mr. Coon. To transfer from next year’s appropriation into this 
year’s appropriation so they can use it right away. 

Mr. Evins. Not rolling forward, but to put it in in the most speedy 
Operation? 

Mr. Coon. Yes. And all it takes is an O. K. of this committee to 
give them a chance to go ahead and do this right away. 

Mr. Evins. It is entirely necessary in your judgment? 

Mr. Coon. I think it is, due to the fact that they face a very critical 
water shortage and, if some of these pumps go haywire this year and 
cannot be used, there would be an extreme water shortage there. 
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Mr. Evins. We have some real water problems in your area. |) 
some cases we do not have enough water and in other cases we haye 
too much water. 

Mr. Coon. It varies with the seasons. This season we are expect. 
ing a very short supply, especially in this Owyhee River project. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you very kindly, Mr. Coon, for your very fine 
statement and for your excellent presentation of your position. Yo, 
are very persuasive. 

Mr. Coon. Thank you. I appreciate the gentleman’s remarks. 


Turspay, APRIL 26, 1955. 
NEVADA ProJects 


WITNESS 


HON. CLIFTON YOUNG, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 

THE STATE,OF NEVADA 

Mr. Evins. Congressman Young, of Nevada, is the next witness 
scheduled. Mr. Young, the committee is pleased to see you and hear 
your testimony. 

Mr. Youne. Thank you. I would like to appear in support of 
several flood-control projects in Nevada, more particularly in southern 
Nevada. 

One of the projects is really a dual project. It is located about 20 
miles east of the city of Caliente, which is rather appropriately named, 
being Spanish for ‘“‘warm’’. Caliente is about 120 miles northeast of 
Las Vegas, or to use another method of orientation, the area is about 
100 miles east of where the atomic energy experimental ground is 
located. There are here two projects which have been authorized. 
One is the Pine Canyon Reservoir. The other is the Mathews 
Canyon Reservoir. Last year some $57,000 was appropriated for 
planning on the Pine Canyon Reservoir. It is my understanding that 
$65,000 is being sought this year for the purpose of further planning on 
the Mathews Canyon Reservoir. These reservoirs would collect 
waters which originate in the Meadow Valley region and course down- 
ward into the Virgin River and Muddy River, which empty into 
Lake Mead, which is, as the committee well knows, located behind 
Hoover Dam. There are several reasons why flood control in this 
area is important. First, because of the damage that has been done 
and could be done to the rather limited but extensive agriculture; 
secondly, because in that vicinity there is an important highway and 
perhaps even more important, there is a transcontinental railroad which 
is routed through that area. oy 

In the past 44 years it is estimated there have been some $7 million 
worth of damage done by flood waters which, when in a water spout 
form, are capable of tremendous damage. At one time the railroad 
service was discontinued for a period of almost 6 months. — It has been 
stopped on a number of other occasions. The ever-present threat 0! 
flood damage is a cause for concern with respect to the transportation 
afforded by the Union Pacific Railroad in the event of a national 
emergency. 
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[ respectfully urge the committee to approve the request for $65,000 
for advance planning on Mathews Canyon. 
~The second project for which I would like to offer testimony is a 
program to conduct a preliminary survey of flood-control work on the 
Las Vegas Wash. This, as the name would indicate, is located north 
of the city of Las Vegas. In 1952 Congress authorized a preliminary 
examinauion and survey for flood control and allied purposes in the 
Las Vegas Wash. I have several pictures which show to some extent 
ihe damage which is occurring in that area. Again, there is limited 
water. It seems paradoxical that in an area where there is so little 
water there is the potential of such damage. 

The city of Las Vegas is a modern boomtown that has probably 

expanded from 8,000 in 1940 to perhaps 65,000 or 70,000 at the 
present time and it is continuing to grow by leaps and bounds. 
Most of the area where the water originates is Federal terrain. 
Indeed eighty seven and four-tenths of the State is under Federal 
jurisdiction, The amount which I am informed would be necessary 
to conduct a preliminary survey to decide whether further flood- 
control work should be done is only $6,000. With this sum, the 
Engineer Corps could conduct a preliminary investigation of that 
area, checking weather reports, the damage, and see whether addi- 
tional Engineer Corps work would be justified. 

There are a number of people who are building homes not too far 
from the ditch or gully that you see there and in the past some of 
these yards have been covered with flood water. If you went out 
there most times in the year, you would probably wonder where the 
water ever came from, but surrounding Las Vegas is a series of 
parched areas and mountain ranges where, when any water does 
come that way, there is nothing to hold it back, no foliage or grass, 
It courses on down into the valley and has a potential of doing a 
great deal of damage. So I again respectfully urge that the com- 
mittee give consideration to the possibility of $6,000 to conduct a 
preliminary investigation. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Young, for your fine statement. 

Concerning the Mathews project, you are supporting the $65,000 
that is in the budget for that survey? 

Mr. Youna. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins. That was a very fine statement. 

Mr. Youne. Thank you very much. 


Turspay, AprIL 26, 1955. 
Los ANGELES County PrRoJEcT 


WITNESS 


HON. EDGAR W. HIESTAND, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


_Mr. Evins. We are glad to receive Mr. Hiestand of Callfornia. 


You may proceed. 
Mr. Hrestanp. Thank you very much. I have just a brief state- 


ment, gentlemen. 
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Mr. Evins. You are interested in the Los Angeles County project? 

Mr. Hrestanp. Yes, sir. iS 

I am Edgar W. Hiestand, Representative in Congress for the 2)s 
District of California. This district includes practically the enti. 
Angeles National Forest, which is in the San Gabriel Mountains just 
north of the Los Angeles plain. Since it is a national forest, the 
Federal Government’s responsibility to prevent disaster to the gy. 
rounding communities is very clear and undisputed. 

In this case, the surrounding communities have done everythins 
that could possibly be expected to protect themselves from flog) 
damage, and have over the years put up even more than the Federg| 
Government, to the extent of about a dollar and a half for every 
dollar put up by the Federal Government. 

We must realize that when great forest fires strip the mountainsides 
of moisture-retaining vegetation, the resulting floods the ensuing years 
are not only walls of water but walls of rocks and boulders, some of 
them as large as automobiles, and they take out buildings and lives: 
A total of 100 lives were lost and hundreds of millions of dollars worth 
of damage was caused in the great floods of 1934 and 1938, in the 
district I represent, alone. 

A great program of flood-control work has been going on since thai 
time and is approaching completion. The county flood control 
district, in cooperation with the Corps of Engineers, has been doing 
one of the outstanding jobs in the country. Certain items to complete 
and connect up projects already approved and installed are very vital. 
Among the projects started in 1955 that come in this catagory are the 
improving and lining of the Sawpit Wash above Monrovia, at a cost 
of $750,000; and the improvement of the Eaton Wash through 
Arcadia, at a cost of $1,425,000, and the completing of the Arcadia 
Wash at a cost of $1,008,000. Without these connecting washes, an 
overflow from the debris dams above them could be disastrous. 

Very greatly needed projects to connect up existing improvements 
scheduled for initiation this year include: Los Angeles River from 
Owensmouth Avenue to Sepulveda Reservoir, $277,800; Los Angeles 
River, Victory Boulevard to Dayton, $991,000; and Arcadia Wash, 
Lima Street Branch, $442,700. 

With the completion of these connections, flood hazard from the 
fire-denuded mountains will be largely under control, as far as the 
21st district is concerned. Two other very important but lesser 
improvements can probably wait another year: the Burbank-Western 
project for $900,000 and the Rubio Canyon Debris Basin, preliminarily 
estimated at $450,000. 

I wish respectfully to reiterate that these projects are definite 
Federal responsibilities, but that they also have a very large share 
of local participation. I shall be happy to supply documentary 
evidence in support of each of the statements I have made, if you 
so desire. 

I did not bring in many charts, gentlemen, and much data on the 
history of the thing because I know that most of you have beet 
told this a number of times, and you are quite familiar with it. ! 
would be happy to answer questions, however, if any of the com- 
mittee desires to ask them. 

Mr. Evtns. You represent the 21st District of California? 
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\r. HrestanD. Yes, sir. 

\r. Evins. Do»mest of these project requests affect largely this 
jistrict? 
rie HiestaNnD. They affect this district, but they also affect the 
other land below my particular district, but they come from the 
mountains that are in my district. In other words, we cause the 
damage below us. 

\fr. Evins. You have said that other items could be deferred. 

\ir. Hrestanpn. Those are the last two: The Burbank-Western 
and Rubio Canyon debris basin. They are on the schedule for later 
wmpletion. They are important, but there is a certain limit to 
yhat you can do in any given one year. 

\fr. Evins. Are all of the items for which you have given testimony 
included in the budget for fiscal year 1956? 

Mr. Hrestanp. Yes, sir. 

\fr. Evins. And the amounts of funds you are requesting are the 
ilentical amounts of funds in the budget? 

Mr. Hiestanp. I believe so. I only had informal statements. 
There may be some slight variation. It would be very slight. The 
committee could check the similarity. I think they are the same. 

Mr. Evins. Has this work been continued for several years, Mr. 
Hiestand? 

Mr. Hiestanp. Yes, sir; it has. It has been continuing ever since 
the middle thirties. 

Mr. Evins. What is the degree of success of the work of the 
program? 

Mr. Htnstanp. Superb. On this little map that Mr. Fogarty has 
are the marks of four terrific forest fires that occurred during the dry 
vason of 1953. They threatened the cities right adjacent to the base 
of the mountains with complete disaster and perhaps almost annihila- 
tion. We rushed funds a year ago for debris dams in the bases of 
five canyons there. They were thrown up, pretty big ones, and we 
had a break the first winter. The highest storm we had was a 2-inch 
storm over 48 hours, so the mountainsides absorbed that, and now we 
have the dams in and they have taken all the storms this year right in 
their stride. If we had an extra heavy one, we would have to have 
runoff facilities and that is the purpose of this. 

_Mr. Evins. Could you give the committee a statement in round 
igures as to the amount of participation by State and county? 

Mr. Hiestanp. I have not the breakdown except this way: That 
over the years the Los Angeles County Flood Control District has put 
up about $80 million, and I believe that the Federal contribution is 
around $50 million to $55 million. That would have to be checked. 
The flood-control district has put up about a dollar and a half to every 
dollar the Federal Government has put up. 

Mr. Jensen. I think it is very clear that the items that are in the 
budget that the Congressman is testifying in favor of are without a 
doubt very worthy projects. 

Mr. Hresranp. I can only reiterate to any of you to whom this 
story Is new that again it is a disaster threat that is very, very serious. 
In one storm a bunch of these rocks coming out of the canyons came 
down fast enough and in one building snuffed out 25 lives, a total of 
‘5 for that storm, and many millions of dollars. That was in 1938. 
Prior to that in 1934 we had the same thing. 
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I have newspapers of that time with all the durid pictures, yt | 
had an idea that many of you had been on this:subcommittee befo,, 
and knew the hazard of the thing. Progress is being made, as is show) 
by this chart, and the evidence will come before you a little later jy 
behalf of the Los Angeles committee in detail, but this is a thins 
gentlemen, in which we have to play for keeps. This is not just 3 
boondog-like job. We are facing disaster, and it is the Feder) 
responsibility. I know you gentlemen will give it every consideration 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Hiestand, for a very clear statement 
You made a very fine statement and a very persuasive statement, | 

Mr. Hrestanp. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 


Turspay, APRIL 26, 1955, 


CoLtuMBIA RIVER 


WITNESS 


HON. WALT HORAN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 


Mr. Evins. We are delighted to have Mr. Horan here with us and 
we will be pleased to hear you. You have been a very able Congress- 
man, and the committee is delighted to have your testimony. 

Mr. Horan. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION 


I am here to testify first for the Bonneville Power Administration 
funds. 

Mr. Evins. Your statement will be placed in the record. 

(The statement referred to follows: ) 


STATEMENT OF Hon, Watt Horan, Firru CoNGRESSIONAL District, WASHINGTON 


The 1956 budget request for the Bonneville Power Administration includes 
$2,537,000 for the construction of substation and transmission facilities in the 
Fifth Congressional District of Washington. Well over one-half of this request is 
for the continued construction of the eastern portion of the high-voltage lines which 
will transmit Chief Joseph power to the Seattle area. Work is continuing on the 
Glenn H. Bell Substation which will eliminate hazardous operating conditions. 
In addition, funds are required to continue work on service to the Okanogan 
County PUD. It is necessary to replace the transformer at the Creston Substation 
with a larger one in order to meet increased load demands of the Lincoln County 
Electric Co-op, which is served out of this substation, along with the Washington 
Water Power Co. The Valley Way Substation, which serves the Inland Power « 
Light Co. of the Vera Irrigation District is being increased in capacity by trans- 
former budgeted in 1955. Funds are required in 1956 for the purchase of remain- 
ing material and installation. 

The above-mentioned facilities are the main ones for which funds are requested 
in 1956, and I respectfully request that these funds be made available. 

Another portion of the budget request which is very important, not only to the 
Fifth Congressional District of Washington, but the entire region, is the require- 
ment for operation and maintenance funds. The amount requested is $6,650,000. 
This is an increase of $563,785 over that which was appropriated last year, and the 
increase for direct operation and maintenance comprises approximately 95 percett 
of the increase. Since the Federal transmission facilities are increasing annually, 
it is logical that more funds are needed for the purpose of operating and maintain- 
ing them satisfactorily. I urge that careful consideration be given to this request 
in order that the Federal Government’s investment may be adequately operated 
and cared for. 
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Fifth Congressional District of Washington—President’s 1956 budget request 


100. Major grid: — , 
108. Chief Joseph-Snohomish No. 3 and Chief Joseph- 





IN TOOK, Bas cpr atnubaghtingmesttus h« 4 abpthepencienni $1, 860, 000 
143. Spokane area service: 
ye MUNN a i i ee : 336, 000 
(b) Bell substation additions_________________- 114, 000 
148. Hot Springs-Spokane No. 1__..--_-.--.-____-__-_-_- 4, 000 
900. Seattle area: 
SIE Tia iin othr ddinnd stdin Bin cemander 33, 000 
299. Other transmission facilities: 
an. wee DW dl ae nunelne 5, 000 
ioe ee el 8 Ll ee eckace 15, 000 
400. Spokane area, upper portion: 
621. Creston transformer replacement__--_-_-___._____-_- 15, 000 
629. Valley Way substation additions_________________~ 47, 000 
699. Other transmission facilities_._............________- 50, 000 
300. General system facilities: 
(d) Northeast area maintenance headquarters__________-_ 15, 000 
(f) Chief Joseph maintenance headquarters -- -----_-__--_--- 43, 000 
WG dUUns Saltbiiddda a bkn Hubuadenenweduadeeeee 2, 537, 000 


Mr. Horan. A little over $2% million of the Bonneville Power 
Administration funds are in my district, and it is merely for the carry- 
ing out of the transmission system there. We are particularly anxious 
for the operation and maintenance amount of $6,650,000, which is an 
increase, but I think it is justified. 


GRAND COULEE DAM 


The second item, Mr. Chairman, is with regard to the floodlighting 
at Grand Coulee Dam, an item which will require, according to present 
plans, some $200,000 for its achievement. There is quite a good 
deal of interest in this item. I think this item would be in order if 
we can afford it, since it is a matter of national interest. 

I have a statement that I would like to submit for the record. 

Mr. Evins. The statement will be included in the record. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF FLOODLIGHTING SprLLwAy, GRAND CouLEE Dam, COLUMBIA 
BasIn PRoJEcCT 


A permanent system of floodlighting is proposed for installation at the Grand 
Coulee Dam for highlighting and dramatizing the spectacular waterfall as it 
cascades down the 550-foot slope of the spillway section. Floodlighting of other 
national features, such as Niagara Falls and the Mount Rushmore National 
Memorial, has proven very beneficial in improving the sites as attractions for 
tourists. In addition to the public-relations aspect the lighting of Grand Coulee 
Dam would permit better supervision of the installation at night and would be a 
deterrent to any mischievous or subversive activity. 

It is estimated that the cost of providing a permanent lighting system to 
effectively illuminate the spillway section would be $200,000. Such installation 
would not only provide an intensity of light generally recommended for water- 
falls of this character but also would penetrate clouds of spray which occur during 
periods of maximum discharge from the reservoir. It is proposed that funds of 
this amount be made available in the fiscal year 1956 estimate for the Columbia 

asin project in addition to the amounts presently scheduled which are required 
to maintain the present program of delivery of water to additional project acreage. 

Since the proposed lighting does not contribute in any way to the operation of 
the project or to the revenues derived therefrom, and is justified solely as a public 
interest measure, it is proposed that any funds provided for this purpose be 
declared nonreimbursable and nonreturnable. 
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GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


Mr. Horan. The next item is general investigations for the Bureay 
of Reclamation, and I have a statement on that which I would like 
included in the record. 

Mr. Evins. The statement will be inserted. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


BuREAU OF RECLAMATION, GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 


To finance a continuation of the general investigation program during fiscal 
year 1956, an appropriation of $5,175,000 is being requested which with $475,009 
being contributed by local groups will provide a total program of $5,650,000. 

Although this request is an increase of about 36 percent compared to the funds 
appropriated for the current fiscal year, it is the minimum amount that the Bureay 
will need to maintain an adequate planning program. Prior to the current fiseg| 
year the funds appropriated for this activity had been less than the year before 
for 4 successive years, and the general investigation activity which is really the 
“backbone”’ of the western reclamation program has been reduced to a dangerously 
low level. In fact the investigation program has been curtailed so much that 
projects are being constructed much faster than new ones are being planned and 
authorized. The Bureau of Reclamation has at the present time practically 
no backlog of authorized projects which it can recommend for construction and 
from which Congress can make selections in appropriating construction funds. 

Before development of an irrigation project can proceed, a finding must be 
made that the potential project is a good investment. This is accomplished 
through a series of investigations directed toward a determination of engineering 
feasibility or the planning and the estimating of the costs of the physical structures, 
and a determination of financial feasibility. The results of these feasibility in- 
vestigations are summarized in a planning report, for consideration for authoriza- 
tion and to serve as a basis for proceeding with construction of the project. It 
takes time and funds to make adequate investigations. The planning must be 
done now for projects that will be constructed years from now. 

With the continuing pressure for irrigation development, particularly for addi- 
tional water to supplement existing but inadequate supplies, there is a danger that 
projects may be authorized and started before adequate planning has been com- 
pleted. In order to insure an adequate planning program which in turn would 
insure no costly false starts, the full amount of the general investigation request 
should be provided. 

Included in the fiscal year 1956 request are $50,000 for studies of the Okanogan- 
Similkameen Division of the Chief Joseph Dam project and $20,000 for the 
Spokane Valley project. 

The investigation of the Okanogan-Similkameen Division is aimed at providing 
a supplemental water supply for some 19,800 acres of land now irrigated as well as 
developing some 7,000 acres of new land. Much of the land now in cultivation 
consists of valuable orchards but the water supply now available is entirely inade- 
quate in years of low river flow. Unless provision is made for additional storage, 
there is strong likelihood that there may be loss of orchard trees in the immediate 
future in addition to the crop losses now being suffered. The urgency of undertak- 
ing this investigation is also heightened by the fact that there are continuing up- 
stream developments in Canada that are making increasing inroads on the avail- 
able supply of water and it is imperative that studies be completed as soon 4s 
possible to ascertain the full requirements for water in the Okanogan-Similkameen 
area. Originally it was proposed to develop this area by a multiple-purpose reser- 
voir at the Shanker’s Bend site but this was delayed by international complications 
because the reservoir pool would have extended into Canada. One of the plans 
now being considered is a low dam at Palmer Lake which would not back water 
across the international boundary. The funds requested for fiscal year 1956 for 
this item are to initiate such studies. 

The Spokane Valley project is an existing irrigation development along the 
Spokane River which includes some 10,000 acres of irrigation land. The present 
distribution system, which was constructed about 45 years ago has deteriorated 
so badly that extensive rehabilitation is needed. Without rehabilitation or recon- 

-struction in the immediate future there is a strong possibility that irrigation may 
have to be abandoned, at least in part of the area. Funds are needed in fis¢ 
year 1956 to complete the studies now under way to determine the feasibility of 
rehabilitating those facilities. 
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Mr, Horan. This is a considerable increase over previous appropri- 
ations for the Bureau of Reclamation in general investigations. I 
think the item is $5,175,000. So great is the interest, however, in 
this item that there are $475,000 being contributed at the present 
time by local groups to have these studies made, and I would like to 
talk to them if I might at this time. 

A couple of years ago I was able to get a bill through with the help 
of my colleagues on both sides of the aisle to allow Chief Joseph Dam to 
become multiple purpose. That brought it under the purview of the 
Bureau of Reclamation and made it possible to use a portion of that 

y»wer there for pumping and other purposes that will enable us to 
rehabilitate and put new land under reclamation to the extent of some 
75,000 acres, or perhaps more, because the bill authorizes the use of 
that power all the way from Grand Coulee clear down to the mouth 
of Moses Coulee, and there are lots of scattered lands that need 
reclaiming by irrigation. 

FOSTER CREEK 


There is an item which I will address myself to next, of $631,000 
for actual construction at what is known as Foster Creek. I would 
would like to insert this statement in the record. 

Mr. Evins. It will be made a part of the record. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


Curer JOSEPH Dam Project, Foster Creek Division, WASH. 


The Foster Creek division of the Chief Joseph Dam project consists of three 
areas adjacent to the Columbia River in north-central Washington. These are 
the Blue Bottle Flat unit, the Bridgeport Bar unit, and the Brewster Flat unit. 

In fiscal year 1956 the construction program of the Foster Creek division of the 
Chief Joseph Dam project requires an allotment of $631,000 of new appropria- 
tions. These funds will be expended on the continued collection of data for de- 
tailed designs, for the preparation of specifications, and for contract payments for 
earnings under contracts which will be awarded during the fiscal year. Funds 
will also be used to finance assistance in formation of irrigation districts and nego- 
tiation of repayment contracts. During fiscal year 1956, construction will be 
initiated on the facilities of one unit. On the other two units, work will be limited 
preconstruction activity with construction scheduled to start in fiscal year 
vol, 

Work to date on this division has consisted of preconstruction studies and in- 
vestigations leading to a definite plan report and the assembly of design data. 
= - prior to fiscal year 1956 has been financed from general investigations 
unds, 

When completed, the Foster Creek division will provide full irrigation water for 
4,550 acres and supplemental water for 1,130 acres presently irrigated. It will 
stabilize the eeonomy by making substitute lands available for those which have 
gone out of fruit production and will create new wealth and economy for the 
growing population of the area. 


Mr. Horan. That is the land in the immediate vicinity of Chief 
Joseph Dam. However, in the upper Okanogan country, that area 
is supplied by water from Canada through the Similkameen and 
Okanogan Rivers. They cross the border there. 

In 1940 we had a dry year and some of the land up there actually 
suffered drought at that time. Since 1940 British Columbia has 
grown by leaps and bounds. In fact Vancouver, British Columbia, 
is hext only to Seattle as the largest city in the Pacific Northwest. 
Since that time, waters which arise in British Columbia are being 
fledjon in several instances by the Canadians themselves, and they 
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do not ay appreciate or recognize our treaty with them, the treaty 
of 1910. Consequently, if we were to have a quick runoff or a dry 
year, the people in my district in the upper Okanogan country woul 
suffer. Right now studies are being made with the available funds 
for economic survey and feasibility studies in all of that area in the 
upper Okanogan down to Foster Creek, down to Greater Wenatche¢ 
and farther on down to the mouth of Moses Coulee. So I am yery 
anxious that we recognize that item in the budget which would bring 
the total up to $5,850,000, including the almost half million of private 
and local funds, so that these feasibility studies can be made. 

We have another rehabilitation project in what is known as the 
Spokane Valley, a project that is about 40 years old, and it is in dire 
need of rebuilding. It wil cost the Government nothing in the end: 
it will easily pay out. It is in a rather rich area that is rather thickly 
populated, but we want money to conduct these feasibility studies in 
that area. 

The flume in the Spokane Valley project right now, which actually 
is seven separate little reclamation districts, called it Spokane Valley 
reclamation area, is so bad that you cannot even drive nails in it to 
hold. It is just held together by wishful thinking, I guess, and by 
virtue of a very good manager of that reclamation project. . 

For this Foster Creek division 1 just hope that you can see fit to 
allow those funds so that we can begin the work in connction with 
Chief Joseph Dam, which was, as I have said, an Army engineers 
dam, but which because of legislation was made multiple purpose and 
therefore will allow reclamation. 


COLUMBIA BASIN PROJECT 


I have a statement on the Columbia Basin project that I would 
like to supply for the record. 

Mr. Evins. That will be received for the record. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


Co.umpetiA BasIN Prosect, WASHINGTON, CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM, Fiscal YEAR 


In fiscal year 1956, the construction program of the Columbia Basin project 
requires an allotment of $12,500,000 of new appropriation. These funds will be 
expended almost entirely on the construction of additional irrigation facilities. 
By the end of fiscal year 1955, facilities to serve approximately 247,000 acres of 
land will have been constructed. These facilities will serve some 3,326 farm units. 
During fiscal year 1956, facilities to serve an additional 54,000 acres, made up of 
674 farm units, will be completed. Construction of facilities for this acreage is 
currently under way and includes construction of laterals and drains as well as 
the necessary priming, testing, and a settler-assistance program. 

During fiscal year 1956, work will be concentrated on irrigation facilities in 
blocks 14, 18, 47, 421, and 89, which make up the 47,000 acres scheduled for fiscal 
year 1957. Late in 1956 contracts will be awarded to construct laterals and 
pumping plant in blocks 77 and 79, which are a part of the 1958 scheduled acreage. 

Much of the large canal network is complete to serve land now available for 
development. Two sections remain to be constructed. One is the short branch of 
the Wahluke Canal and the other is the Royal Branch of the West Canal. These 
facilities will serve the Wahluke slope and the Royal slope. Funds for initiation 
of construction of both remaining canal sections are included in the fiscal year |! 
appropriation request. 

An economic study and evaluation of project benefits now under way will be 
completed. This study will be an analysis of the projeet’s impact on the immediate 
area, the State, region, and the Nation as a whole. Minior activities in connectiol 
with preparing the town of Coulee Dam for transfer from Government ownership 
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to an incorporated status will be completed. A limited program of settler 
assistance and settlement land purchase and reseale will also be active. 

With the inecrese in irrigated acreage, participation by private owners, State, 
county, and other Federal agencies in the settlement and development of the 
project has increased greatly. The Bureau of Reclamation has thus become more 
nearly an equal partner in the cooperative program for development of the 
project. It is probable that the annual Federal investment for project construc- 
tion will, in the years immediately ahead, be equaled and surpassed by the 
aggregate, annual expenditures of the other participating individuals, groups, and 
agencies. However, a stable and recognized long-range program for project con- 
struction has been, and remains, a key factor in achieving timely provision of 
roads, utilities, credit, processing plants, and other public and private facilities 
essential to successful development of the project. 


Mr. Horan. It is $12.5 million. This is one we started when we 
began the old Grand Coulee Dam. In fiscal year 1956, the construc- 
tion program of the Columbia Basin project requires an allotment of 
$12,500,000 of new appropriation. These funds will be expended 
almost entirely on the construction of additional irrigation facilities. 
By the end of fiscal year 1955, facilities to serve approximately 247,000 
acres of land will have been constructed. These facilities will serve 
some 3,326 farm units. During fiscal year 1956, facilities to serve an 
additional 54,000 acres, made up of 674 farm units, will be completed. 
Construction of facilities for this acreage is currently under way and 
includes construction of laterals and drains as well as the necessary 


priming, testing, and a settler assistance program. That program 
and project is coming.along very well. 


M NARY, CHIEF JOSEPH, AND THE DALLES DAMS 


I would also like to testify, if I may, on the three dams vw hich are of 
immediate interest to me. I would like to supply this statement for 
the record. 

Mr. Evins. That will be made a part of the record. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


Since the end of World War II construction of dams and reservoirs for power 
and other purposes in the Pacific Northwest has been undertaken on a large 
scale by public and private sources to meet the constantly increasing market for 
electric power. Reactivation of war plants, continued expansion of population 
and industry, as well as increased consumption by all users including those 
industries partially or wholly supporting the defense effort, have eliminated the 
power surplus prevailing at the end of the war. Continued rapid expansion and 
industrial requirements appear certain. 

Generating facilities now in existence plus completion of those under construc- 
tion, primarily at MeNary, Chief Joseph, and The Dalles, will enable the area 
to serve all of its firm loads in the period 1954-55 through 1959-60, although in 
any year that critical water conditions prevail steam-electric generation will have 
to be used and interruptible industrial loads curtailed. After the last of the 
presently scheduled generators is installed at the Dalles Dam in fiscal year 1961, 
assuming the schedule is maintained, total hydroresources will remain at a con- 
stant level, unless new projects not yet under construction are brought on the 
line. At the same time electric-enerzv requirements will continue to mount, 
thereby widening the gap between supply and demand. 

At the present time there are six Federal multiple-purpose projects involving 
power under construction in the Pacific Northwest. Of these projects, Detroit 
has been completed insofar as power phases are concerned and Lookout Point 
and Albeni Falls will be substantiallv completed with funds appropriated to date. 
Installation of generating units at these latter two projects is not dependent on 
future appropriations. 

The three remaining projects, namely, McNary, Chief Joseph, and The Dalles 
are major projects essential to the meeting of firm loads in the immediate future. 

hese projects will require relatively latze appropriations in fiscal year 1956 as 
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indicated below to keep construction and installation of generating units on 
schedule: 

<< —_—qc—c Ka 

Fund require- Balance to 

ment fiscal complete after 

year 1956 fiscal year 1956 


a 


Chief Joseph ; * 000, $8, 261, 000 


42,15 
The Dalles 143, tee 


Six units have been installed to date at McNary and the final or 14th unit js 
scheduled to be placed on the line in December 1956. Initial power at Chief 
Joseph and The Dalles is scheduled for September 1955 and November 1957, 
respectively. 

In closing, gentlemen, it is respectfully requested that funds required to keep 
the McNary, Chief Joseph, and the Dalles projects on schedule be made available 
to the Corps of Engineers. 

The projects of the Corps of Engineers in the eastern part of the State of Wash- 
ington are progressing extremely favorably and should be given the fullest measure 
of financial support in order to achieve the benefits at the earliest possible date, 
The Bureau of the Budget recommendations appear to take cognizance of the 
high priority and great economy of these developments and I believe public 
interest warrants their full support. 

The Chief Joseph Dam is now nearing completion and progress has been ex- 
tremely satisfactory. The total estimated cost has been reduced within the 
last year from $186,880,000 to $169,000,000. Progress has been ahead of schedule 
and loans from other projects have been necessary to meet contract payments. 
Appropriation requested for 1956 is $18 million, and with these funds the first 
power can be brought on the line in September of this year. I cannot over- 
emphasize the importance to my area of maintaining this fine project on schedule. 

The McNary project, as you know, was dedicated by the President last year, 
the first power having been brought on the line on schedule in 1953. The esti- 
mated cost of completion is $287,300,000 and $11 million is requested for 1956. 
The work under way is the continued installation of additional power units to 
complete the installed capacity of almost 1 million kilowatts. These units are 
being installed at the rate of one 70,000-kilowatt unit every 3 months. The 
seventh of these units is scheduled to go on the line in March 1955 and with the 
funds requested, five other units will be completed prior to the end of fiscal year 
1956. This project is now producing great benefits to the region, both in terms 
of power and navigation. I assume there will be no difficulty about remaining 
completion funds. 

The Dalles Dam, the third of the major structures on the mainstem of the 
Columbia, is now getting well under way. Progress has been excellent and the 
estimated cost of the project has been reduced within the last year from $348 
million to $300 million, indicative of improvements in design and some extremely 
favorable bids. This project is now at a critical stage in its progress since the 
funds requested for fiscal year 1956 are the largest that will be necessary for any 
project this year; namely, $63,500,000. The project will produce a total of 
1,092,000 kilowatts when complete and will remove another bottleneck to naviga- 
tion on the Columbia River between Pasco, Wash., and the sea. At the present 
time there is still a major rapids at Celilo Falls and a constricted and obsolete 
bypass channel. The very great value of the power which will be produced by 
this project would make it poor economy to slow up progress now at this critical 
stage of its construction. 

These big multipurpose projects are of tremendous regional and national im- 
portance and are of vital interest to every Congressman in the States concerned, 
whether or not they lie in his district. 

I should also like to speak a word in favor of the approval of planning funds for 
the John Day Dam. The progress that is being made on constructing a number 
of multipurpose projects in the Northwest is extremely gratifying but I believe 
it is important that we should look further ahead. With the exception of the 
Dalles, which this year is approaching the peak of its appropriation schedule, all 
of the other multiple purpose projects in the Northwest are nearing completion. 
Four will be essentially complete this year. While I realize that we may not be 
able to continue with a program of the same magnitude that we have in the last 
few years, I do not believe it is intended that this program is to stop abruptly. 
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At this time we should look ahead to the next new start. I think it is unfortunate 
that on account of inadequate planning funds in the past, we are unable to con- 
sider the initiation of the John Day project in fiscal year 1956. I think it would 
be even more unfortunate if, due to continued shortsightedness, we should be 
unable to consider its initiation in fiscal year 1957. I recommend most strongly, 
therefore, the allocation of planning funds in the amount of $500,000 as a minimum 
in order that plans for this important project may be completed. I think this is 
the more important because it now appears that the Libby project, which we had 
hoped would be available as a new start, is now encountering so much delay on 
account of the Canadian discussions that we have to cast about for alternatives. 
Of the alternatives, the John Day project appears to be the most eligible at this 
"Tata also like to speak for a moment of a very fine multiple purpose dam 
and reservoir project at Shankers Bend on the Similkameen River. Studies of 
this project are partially completed and funds in the amount of $10,000 were made 
available for fiseal year 1955 for completion of this study. However, the reser- 
voir will extend into Canada for about 10 miles and completion of the investiga- 
tion is contingent on Canada agreeing to provide the necessary flowage. The 
International Columbia River Engineer Board is investigating the plan of devel- 
opment for the basin under the International Joint Commission. No funds are 
required for this purpose in fiscal year 1956 but I am hopeful in the future that 
we can see construction initiated on this project. 

Mr. Horan. They are part of our power program out there, the 
MeNary, Chief Joseph, and the Dalles Dams. We are quite proud 
of Chief Joseph because the original estimates were about $225 million 
and actually we are going to complete the dam at about $170 million, 
which is pretty good considering the estimates that we had. 

At the present time there are six Federal multiple-purpose projects 
involving power under construction in the Pacific Northwest. Of 
these projects, Detroit has been completed insofar as power phases 
are concerned, and Lookout Point and Albeni Falls will be subse- 
quently completed with funds appropriated to date. Installation of 
generating units at these two projects does not depend on future 
appropriations. 

The three remaining projects, namely, McNary, Chief Joseph, and 
the Dalles are major projects essential to the meeting of firm loads 
in the immediate future. These projects will require relatively large 
appropriations in fiscal year 1956 as indicated below to keep construc- 
tion and installation of generating units on schedule. 

I think you have seen those figures. Six units have been installed 
to date at MeNary and the final or 14th unit is scheduled to be placed 
on the line in December 1956. Initial power at the Chief Joseph and 
The Dalles is scheduled for September 1955 and November 1957, 
respectively, 

I am particularly anxious to have this subcommittee seriously 
consider ample funds for surveying and planning money for the Army 
engineers. I say that because we do have in your present budget 
half a million for the John Day Dam, which is below the McNary 
Dam on the Columbia, and I trust that that will be allowed. 

I might also say that about 3 miles from where I was born on the 
banks of the Columbia River we have under consideration at this time 
i partnership dam known right now as Rocky Reach, but we may 
hame it after that Abe Lincoln rock that you have seen up there. 
the rock forms a very good profile of Abraham Lincoln. An excellent 
one. The dam will be built right where this profile rock is. 

Mr. Evins. I think it might be appropriate to suggest that the 
contributions should be given to name it the Horan Reach, because 
the gentleman who is testifying is an advocate, a staunch advocate of 





36 


reclamation and public power and multiple-purpose dam_ projects 
You have been a very forceful and strong advocate of those programs 
which have meant so much to the people of your area. 

Mr. Horan. I thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to say I haye 
been in consultation with the Army engineers almost continuously 
for a couple of years on this Rocky Reach Dam, and also with the 
Bureau of the Budget, with the Department of Interior, and others, 
At this time it is my understanding that the Budget office is working 
on a survey and planning funds to complete the Army project in that 
stretch of the Columbia River at the headwaters of the reservoir at 
Rock Island up to the tailrace of the Chief Joseph Dam. I feel 
certain that there will be a supplemental request up here for $300,000 
for that purpose. The Army engineers are very anxious to get 
started on this and the administration is very much interested in this, 

I might say that the local people have employed Stone & Webster 
to make surveys and seismographic studies of the riverbed. They 
have found a new location other than what the Army engineers sug- 
gested in 1925 which presumably will be much cheaper to build 
since bedrock can be found much more quickly. Altogether it looks 
like a pretty good thing. 

That is all I have to say, at this time, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Horan, for your very fine statement. 
I believe most of the projects that you have testified about are in- 
cluded in the budget. The Rocky Reach project, as you indicated, 
is not in the justification before the committee at this time, but it 
may be considered in a supplemental. 

Mr. Horan. I wanted to apprise the subcommittee of that fact. 
It was mentioned, I might say, in the President’s budget message, 
but I was not able to track down any pertinent detail in connection 
with it. 

Mr. Evins. The floodlighting situation at Grand Coulee that you 
mentioned is not included either. 

Mr. Horan. I appreciate that. I think it would be a nice thing 
and undoubtedly will be done sometime in the future. 

Mr. Jensen. I would also like to thank Mr. Horan for coming 
before the committee. He has been coming before the Interior Con- 
mittee for the past 13 years that I know of. 

Mr. Horan. And I an always been very well received. 

Mr. Jensen. We always appreciate the fine testimony that you 
give us, which we can always depend upon. 

Mr. Hanp. He spends his life sitting on one side of the committee 
table or the other. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you very kindly. 
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Turspay, Aprit 26, 1955. 


CHEHALIS RIVER 


WITNESS 


HON. DON MAGNUSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 


Mr. Evins. The next gentleman is Congressman Magnuson. We 
are pleased to receive your testimony, Mr. Magnuson. You may 
proceed as you wish. 

Mr. Maanuson. Mr. Chairman, I wish to address myself just to 
one project today, which is not in the budget. I believe you heard 
about it before today from other witnesses. It is a request for an 
appropriation for deepening 5% miles of the existing channel at 
Grays Harbor and the Chehalis River in the State of Washington 
and the construction of a turning basin. 

This project was authorized last year by title I of Public Law 780 
of the 83d Congress, 2d session, as provided by House Document 412 
of the 83d Congress, and would cost an estimated $421,800. An 
appropriation for the project, however, was not included, as I said, 
in the request submitted by the Bureau of the Budget for fiscal 
year 1956. 

The urgent reason for my seeking an appropriation for the project 
at this time is that the Weyerhaeuser Timber Co. has indicated its 
firm intention to construct a market-pulp mill in the Grays Harbor 
area at one of two points located adjacent to the portion of the river 
included in the authorized dredging project. The company expects 
to start construction about July 1 of this year and to start operations 
about September 1, 1956. The company has indicated that once the 
pulp mill is in operation, approximately 30 ships a year would be 
loading or discharging cargo at the Weyerhaeuser plant. The draft 
of these vessels, of the Liberty or Victory types, is such that they 
cannot negotiate the present channel, which is 26 feet deep for a 2}- 
mile stretch and only 18 feet deep over the remaining 3-mile portion, 
when fully loaded. 

The proposed dredging project, which would deepen the channel 
to 30 feet, was justified on the grounds that it is necessary efficiently 
to accommodate the newer and larger vessels of the kind required for 
servicing the proposed pulp mill. The benefit-to-cost ratio on which 
the project was justified was computed on the basis of the modes of 
traffic existing in 1949 and 1950; obviously, the increased vessel traffic 
resulting from the construction of the pulp mill will yield a much more 
favorable benefit-to-cost ratio. As far as I can tell from reading the 
report of the district engineer, the vessels’ movement to and from the 
proposed mill will come close to doubling the annual use of this stretch 
of the channel by the larger draft vessels. 

The early construction of the pulp mill is of great importance to 
the neighboring communities. It is anticipated the plant will employ 
more than 400 men. The mill will help to stabilize the economy of the 
area, which is heavily dependent on the logging and lumber industry. 
lt was estimated by the district engineer that the tributary area of the 
Chehalis River contained 70 billion board-feet of timber. In 1948, 
persons actively engaged in the logging, lumbering and allied wood- 
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products industries in Grays Harbor County alone comprised 5) 
percent of all employees in the county. The ratio in the outlying 
counties would be even higher. a 

In the interest of good planning and the full utilization of th 
waterway: at Grays Harbor and the Chehalis River, I think it js jp. 
portant for the dredging to begin at the earliest practicable time 
Therefore, I respectfully request, Mr. Chairman, that an appropris. 
tion for this project be included in the bill for fiscal 1956. 

The situation has been changed somewhat since the authorizing 
legislation last year by the appearance of Weyerhaeuser with an ind). 
cation of intention to construct this pulp mill. and I think, while the 
Bureau of the Budget did not include this item in the 1956 bill, that 
you would be justified in adding it to the bill. The work is conten. 
plated at a somewhat early time. In any case, this community of 
Grays Harbor, mainly two cities, Hoquiam and Aberdeen, has been 
on the downgrade through reduction in sawmill activities. The pulp 
mill would be a great shot in the arm for the community. The 
dredging and improvement of this channel, of course, is necessary for 
an efficient operation of the pulp mill. I will be glad to answer any 
questions. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Magnuson, for your fine statement. 

Why did the Budget Bureau not include this item? Could you 
enlighten the committee on the Budget Bureau’s action? 

Mr. Maanuson. Unfortunately I do not know why it was not 
included. I think the Budget Bureau was not in possession of the 
information. Perhaps I should not say that. I know they had the 
information on Weyerhaeuser’s tentative plan as early as last Noven- 
ber, so perhaps they did have the information on the prospective mill 
when they considered the budget. 

Mr. Evrns. It is your view that $421,000 will substantially complete 
the job that is necessary, needed, and required. 

Mr. Maanuson. That is the estimate of the Army engineers 4s 
presented to the Public Works Committee. 

Mr. Evins. The Army engineers have been recommending this 
project for some several years, I understand. ; 

Mr. JENSEN. Have the Army engineers indicated that they wil 
testify before this committee in favor of this item? 

Mr. Maenuson. I have some assurance on rather an informal basis 
from General Itschner that they would support the project. I have 
what I feel is assurance that if it does not get into the regular bill, the 
engineers will request it in their forthcoming supplemental bill. . 

Mr. JENSEN. When does Weyerhaeuser anticipate building this 
pulp mill? When would it be in operation? . 

Mr. Maenvson. Their plan calls for beginning of the operations 
September 1, 1956. 

Mr. Jensen. A year from this coming September. How far would 
it be necessary for them to haul their pulp in order to load it on ships 
ot the size that would be economically proper to load this pulp in the 
event this channel is not deepened so that the large ships can go up 
their proposed mill? 

Mr. Maenuson. There are two alternate proposed sites, but they 
are reasonably close together, say roughly 5 miles from the propose 
site to the existing 30-foot channel, which is what they require. 





ised 50 
utlying 


of the 
t is im- 
e time, 
rOpria- 


LOrizing 
An. indi- 
hile the 
ll, that 
Ontem- 
nity of 
as been 
he pulp 
~ The 
ary for 
er any 


nent. 
ld vou 


as not 
of the 
iad the 
‘ovem- 
ve mill 


mplete 
PETS aS 


or this 


g 
oy will 


I basis 
I have 
ill, the 


g this 


rations 


would 
1 ships 
in the 
y up to 


t they 
)posed 


39 


\{r. Jensen. An awful lot of lumber is loaded at Grays Harbor 
now, is it not? 

\ir. Macnuson. That is true. 

\{r. JensEN. I remember when I was in the lumber business getting 
lumber from Grays Harbor. In fact a good share of the lumber that 
came from that section of the country was shipped out of Grays 
Harbor. I naturally supposed it was a well-developed harbor. 

\lr, Maanuson. They badly need additional industrial property. 
(Of course, as far as lumber goes, this is not a lumber operation. This 
is a pulp operation. 

Mr. Jensen. I understand that. 

\ir. Maanuson. They bring in a lot of cargoes such as sulfur and 
raw materials and so on for their own operation. 

Mr. Jensen. The harbor is the ship-loading center for a great area 
of vour lumber there, is it not? 

\ir. Macnuson. That is very true, yes. There is a very heavy 
shipment of lumber out of Grays Harbor. The improvement of this 
channel for this additional 5 miles unquestionably would attract other 
industry and provide locations for other industry and also certainly 
add to the ship traffic up the channel in addition to the 30 ships a 
year which Weyerhaeuser feels that its operation would involve. 

’ Mr. Jensen. Do I understand that private industry is not permitted 
to go in and dredge the harbor even if they wanted to? Is that right? 

Mr. Maenuson. I am not sure, Mr. Jensen. 

Mr. Jensen. It is a navigable stream. They would have to get a 
permit to do it? 

Mr. Maenuson. I am just not informed on that point. 

Mr. Jensen. You feel it is a Federal responsibility? 

Mr. Magnuson. Yes, and the engineers in their statement to the 
Public Works Committee last year, I recall, said that they felt it was 
a Federal responsibility. This deals with this specific problem, and 
this is part. of their statement: 

The district engineer concludes that the improvement is economically justified 
and recommends it subject to conditions that local interests provide the land and 
rigits of way and spoil-disposal areas. 

The usual conditions, hold and save the United States free from dam- 
ages and so forth. 

Mr. Hann. Congressman, you used the phrase, I think, that the 
pulp mill had ‘indicated their intention” to construct. How firm 
are their claims to construct the mill at this site? 

Mr. Maenuson. I anticipated that we might be questioned on 
that, and I have a letter in my hand to me from the pulp division of 
the Weyerhaeuser Timber Co. under date of April 21, 1955, which 
answers the question on that specific point. I will read you pertinent 
parts: 

They say— 

Your first question relates to our company’s intention. It is our firm intention 
to build a pulp mill in the Grays Harbor area at a location yet to be selected on 
various plots of land under option or offered bordering the Chehalis River and in 


the section between the eastern boundary of the city of Aberdeen and the point 
where the eastern boundary of Cosmopolis crosses the river. 


Cosmopolis is another town above Aberdeen. 


_ In any case the location would be adjacent to the portion of the river included 
in the approved dredging project. 
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And they go on to say: 


We are prepared to proceed with this project if satisfactory agreement can be 
reached on such matters as waste disposal, harbor facilities, and our examination 
of the underground geological structures in that area. It would add materially 
to the attractiveness of the project if we could be sure that ocean shipping would 
be available from the plant site. 


And they add this consideration: 


* * * and that the fill from the dredging operations would be available to reduce 
the high costs which will be encountered in raising the land to a usable level, 

I do not think that is of particular interest to this committee because 
the local community has the obligation of disposing of the spoils 
anyway. 

I cannot say that this is an unequivocal commitment by the com- 
pany, but they do say, “It is our firm intention to build a mill in the 
Grays Harbor area bordering the river,” and in the section affected by 
this proposed improvement. 

Mr. Hann. You used some sort of phrase, “if we can agree on 
harbor facilities’ or something. 

Mr. Maanuson. Yes. 


* * * if satisfactory agreement can be reached on such matters as waste disposal— 
which I presume are the waste liquids from the production of pulp— 


harbor facilities, and our examination of the underground geological structures in 
that area. 

Mr. Hanp. Is it practical for the company to consider any site 
along the harbor or river which is already on a 30-foot basis? 

Mr. Macnuson. No. There is no site available. 

Mr. Hanp. Does that mean that all the sites are taken, or there 
just is not any other site which is physically good? 

Mr. Maanuson. All those which would be suitable, at least, are 
taken. All the possible sites for an operation of this nature are used. 
I cannot say whether every piece of ground is in use. I know it is 
built up very solidly from my own recollection, down there along the 
channel. 

Mr. Hanp. How far is your source of supply from the approximate 
location where they propose to build their mill? 

Mr. Maenuson. The source of their raw material? 

Mr. Hann. Yes. 

Mr. Maaenuson. I cannot say in miles, Mr. Hand, but it is very 
convenient. They are in the heart of a great timber belt. Much of 
that would be suitable for pulp. 

Mr. Hanp. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Evins. I believe that among some of the reasons advanced for 
going forward with this project right now is that this dredging will 
not just serve this plant alone but will serve other industries in the 
area and the shipping generally. 

Mr. Maenuson. That is true. 

Mr. Evins. Regardless of whether or not the plant is built, you 
feel that the dredging project should go forward. It is not predicated 
upon that plant alone? 

Mr. Magnuson. No, it is not. I feel, however, that the Weyer- 
haeuser plan gives some additional urgency and perhaps justification 
for early action on this project. I do not want anybody to overlook 
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the fact that the engineers felt that they justified it without knowledge 
of Weyerhaeuser’s plant. 
Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Magnuson, very much for your fine 


statement. - ts pity 
Mr. Maenuson. I thank the committee for giving me this time. 


Turspay, APRIL 26, 1955. 


River AND Harsor PRoJEctTs 


WITNESS 


HERBERT R. O’CONOR, WASHINGTON COUNSEL, AMERICAN MER- 
CHANT MARINE INSTITUTE, INC. 


Mr. Evins. Senator O’Conor, the committee will be very pleased 
to receive your testimony and statement. 

Mr. O’Conor. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Evins. Senator O’Conor is a former distinguished Senator 
and member of the other body. 

Mr. O’Conor. I appreciate indeed and consider it a privilege to be 
before you. 

It occurred to me that possibly the most advisable manner in which 
I could lay before you the few considerations which I think might be 
worthy of your attention is to request the inclusion of the statement 
as a whole and then, without burdening you by reading it in full now, 
to attempt to highlight a few of the considerations, adding nothing 
new, because whatever I do say will be included in the statement. 

Mr. Evins. Your formal statement will be included in the record, 
and you may proceed as you desire. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN MERCHANT MARINE INstITUTE, INC., ON NaAvi- 
GATION IMPROVEMENTS AND MAINTENANCE FOR THE FiscaL YEAR 1956 


My name is Herbert R. O’Conor. I am Washington counsel for the American 
Merchant Marine Institute, Inc. The American Merchant Marine Institute, 
Inc., which represents the majority of American-flag ocean shipping of all cate- 
gories, fully appreciates this opportunity of submitting to the Subcommittee on 
Public Works of the House Committee on Appropriations this statement indicating 
its continuing concern over the delays due to lack of funds with respect to con- 
struction of vitally needed improvements in deepwater channels and harbors on 
the Atlantic and Gulf coasts, to provide adequate depths, widths, and alinements 
for deep-draft vessels operated by the institute’s member companies in those 
waterways through which essential materials are being transported. 

The American Merchant Marine Institute, Inc., is a trade association composed 
of 54 United States steamship companies, operating approximately 6 million 
gross tons of American-flag tank, dry-cargo, and collier vessels in the domestic 
and foreign trades of the United States. 


TRENDS IN BULK CARRIER CONSTRUCTION 


The trend in the past few years toward the planning of larger and larger vessels 
ias been continuing, particularly in the field of tankers and ore carriers (see table 
] attached). 

During the war years 1939-45, a total of 775 tankers with an aggregate dead 
Weight of 12,010,643 tons were constructed. Of this tonnage 72 percent were 
T-2 tankers which had approximately 30 percent greater individual carrying 
capacity than the prewar tankers. The T-2 tankers proved so conclusively the 
value of the larger type vessel that the petroleum industry at the close of World 
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War II made plans for vessels of even greater capacity. The advantage of tip 
supertanker is readily apparent from the fact that they can be operated with 
crews not greatly exceeding those required for the T-2 tankers, and at operating 
costs which are lower in proportion to the tonnage carried. 

The trend toward further increase in size above the T—2 (16,600 deadweight 
tons) tankers is readily apparent from the fact that of a total of 272 tankers unde 
contract and/or construction to American Bureau of Shipping standards in the 
period 1948 to December 1954, about 80 percent individually have a dead weight 
of 20,000 tons or greater. Eight vessels of about 45,000 deadweight tons are 
under contract or construction, 4 of which have already been launched. Foy; 
vessels of about 50,000 deadweight tons are under contract for early 1957 delivery. 
It is to be noted that the major tanker operators have over $1 billion invested 
in the new supertankers now afloat or under construction. Also worthy of note 
is the fact that these large tankers and ore carriers are approaching and in some 
cases exceeding the 762-foot length of the famous old liner Mauretania and they 
are considerably in excess of her beam of 88 feet. ‘ 

In the 1953 report of the National Committee of the United States (Col. B. B,. 
Talley, chairman) to the Permanent International Association of Navigation 
Congresses, table, World Tanker Construction, page 23 indicates that approxi- 
mately 26 percent of the tankers under construction or on order are 30,000 dead- 
weight tons and over. It is highly probable that to a large extent, existing tankers 
will be replaced by vessels of from 26,800 to 50,000 deadweight tons carrying 
capacity, having mean loaded salt-water drafts up to 37 feet, 6 inches. It is 
extremely urgent that the authorized navigation improvements be speeded up to 
complete the projects at the earliest practicable date since by 1957, it is estimated 
that the proportion of supertankers will constitute more than 25 percent of the 
total tanker fleet using United States ports. 

The opening of foreign ore sources, distant from the important world markets, 
since the close of World War II has brought bulk ore carriers of unprecedented 
size ranging up to dead weight of 60,000 tons, with drafts, of 37 feet, 6 inches. 
Three of these vessels are already launched and are trading in several United 
States ports, but actual estimate of cargo tonnages for the various terminals have 
not been received to date. The trend toward larger bulk ore carriers is evident 
from the statistics on ore carriers as shown in table I. 


NAVIGATION PROJECTS TO BE IMPROVED 


The authorized improvements to our deepwater harbors and channels would 
not only be of value from a standpoint of widespread benefits to our economy, 
as has been recognized by the Congress, but with improvement these projects 
would also serve a vital function in a war emergency. Overseas shipment of 
petroleum products and other strategic commodities in the interest of national 
defense could be efficiently transported in the new large type vessels with their 
greater capacity and high speeds ranging up to 18 knots. It is of the utmost 
importance in the interest of our national defense that the deep-channel ports 
where petroleum in bulk is loaded in deep-draft tankers and the deep-channel 
ports where these tankers are discharged be given prime consideration during 
these times in order to effect the maximum economy in tanker use. 

The American Merchant Marine Institute, Inc., is very appreciative of the 
funds which have been recommended by the President to the Congress in the 
budget for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956. Since the AMMI realizes that 
the desires of the President and the Congress are to carefully evaluate all proposed 
expenditures for the forthcoming year, it has selected a list of the important 
projects which should be given first priority to early completion. 

Table II lists those important authorized projects which have been included in 
the Presidential budget and also indicates the minimum amounts urgently recom- 
mended by the AMMI to be appropriated by the Congress. It is to be noted that 
in three cases, that of the New York and New Jersey Channels, the Staten Island 
Rapid Transit Bridge, and the Houston Ship Channel, Tex., are the recommended 
amounts greater. ‘ 

The importance of these harbors, well known to the Congress are briefly 
summarized : , 

1. Portland Harbor, Maine, is the terminus of the petroleum pipeline supplying 
various large cities both in the United States and Canada. rations at this 
port are of great importance to the defense effort and are continuous throughout 
the entire year. Extreme hardship is imposed on shippers by the lack of a 35-foot 
anchorage for the numerous modern deep-draft vessels entering this 35-fo0t 
dredged harbor. 
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Taste 1].—Appropriations, fiscal year 1956, list of important navigation projects 


on the Atlantic and Gulf coasts listed in Presidential budget 
ee ee es ee ee ee 


Estimated | Amountin | Recom- 


cost to Presidential | mended by 


} 
Project 
complete budget AMM 
————| 


—_— 


1. Portland Harbor, Maine 
2. Portsmouth Harbor, N. H., etc 
3. Mystic River, Mass 
4. New York and New Jersey channels !_____._...........--- 
5. Staten Island Rapid Transit Bridge, New York !_______--| 
6. Delaware River, Philadelphia to sea (Mantua Creek), Pa--| 
7. Norfolk Harbor, Va. (Craney Island disposal area) 
8. Norfolk Belt Line Railroad Bridge 
9. Charleston Harbor, 8. C 
10. Tampa Harbor, Fla 

. Mobile Harbor, Ala 

2. Houston Ship Channel, Tex (resumption) ! 

. Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway, Tex 

. Corpus Christi Bridge, Texas 


$820, 000 


wos 


toe 8 
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1, 000, 000 
1, 500, 000 

600, 000 
1, 500, 000 
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1 AMMI recommends the increases in these projects as indicated. 


2. Portsmouth Harbor, N. H., has a natural 34-foot channel which is limited 
to an 18-foot depth by rock outercps at Gangway Rock, the southwest point of 
Badgers Island, and Boiling Rock. The benefits to be derived by the improve- 
ment, in the elimination of delays in waiting for daylight high slack water and 
repair costs which in one instance amounted to $132,000 as well as 50 days lost 
time, make it imperative that the work be initiated early. 

3. The lack of an adequate channel in the Mystic River imposes serious delays 
on vessels using this port. For 1 company alone, there were 1,020 hours of 
delay experienced by 170 tanker trips to this port in 1950. The costs of delays 
to tankers waiting for high tide, computed at the Maritime Commission rate cf 
$120 per hour, total] more than $150,000 per annum. 

4. The New York and New Jersey Channels are among the most important 
in the world, and the completion of the authorized improvements at the present 
rate of appropriations will take about 6 years. In this interval, ships using 
this port will continue to be seriously handicapped because of loading limitations. 
It is therefore urged that the present rate of appropriations be stepped up so 
that the full benefits cf the authorized improvements can be fully realized. 

5. The Staten Island Rapid Transit drawbridge across Arthur Kill, N. Y. 
and N. J., causes an unreasonable obstruction to modern ships and its 
removal has been ordered as of July 5, 1949. Delays encountered at the bridge 
are now seriously paralyzing industry located on this waterway. Final plans for 
the bridge are under review and construction is being awaited anxiously. It is 
therefore urged that the sum of $2 million be appropriated for the early initiation 
of this important work. 

6. Delaware River, Philadelphia to the sea (Mantua Creek, Pa.): This appro- 
priation for the deepening and enlarging of the Mantua Creek anchorage area is 
hecessary since the existing anchorage areas are insufficient to handle commerce 
in the new large vessel length and draft utilizing the Delaware River. 

7. Norfolk Harbor (Craney Island disposal area), Va.: With the vast amount 
of dredging in this important harbor, the previous areas set aside for disposal of 
the dredged material have been filled to capacity. The new appropriation is a 
must to enable ne.v and maintenance dredging to continue in this most important 
defense and industrial area. 

8. The Norfolk-Portsmouth Belt Line Railroad bridge has long been a menace 
to navigation and losses encountered because of the bridge have been enormous. 
Immediate action to alleviate this menacing structure should be undertaken for 
the safety and economical movement of navigation. 

9. Provision of another channel in Charleston Harbor east and north of Drum 
Island in Cooper River would lessen the hazards to navigation present with only 
the one existing 35-foot channel, which is close to the wharves along the west 
shore of Town Creek. This additional channel would be more practical from the 
standpoint of the defense effort. 

). At Tampa Harbor, there is a single high tide on most days and the delays 
awaiting suitable tide are as long as 10 hours. On the basis of present receipt 
of petroleum products these delays result in losses estimated at over $150,000 
annually. In addition, the loading of vessels to this port must be limited to 
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drafts of 28 feet 6 inches instead of 30 feet 2 inches (draft of the fully loades 
T-2 tanker). This is equivalent to a tonnage loss of 1,200 tons per vessel: j.¢_ 
for the T—2 tanker, and would be a much greater loss for the larger type tanker 
Restriction on loading the T—2 tanker results in an additional annual loss of mor 
than $200,000. E 

11. Mobile Harbor, Ala., is a port of entry and shipping outlet for an extensiye 
area which is rich in mineral resources. The appropriations are urgently needed 
to provide a channel that will serve the carriers of metallic ores and crude oi jy 
the large superore and tanker vessels. Annual benefits of over $1 million cay 
only be attained with an early completion of this most important project. 

12. The Houston Ship Channel, Tex., is one of the most important major 
deep-channel ports in the United States for the loading of petroleum in bulk jy 
deep-draft tankers. Petroleum commerce now exceeds 31 million tons per 
annum. Now under consideration is a proposed $32 million plan to build 15 
wharves which would almost double the public wharf facilities at the port. The 
existing project provides for a 36-foot depth whereas the actual depth betwee 
Baytown and the Houston turning basin has been dredged to only 32 feet. This 
imposes serious restrictions to the petroleum industry. 

13. We have strongly been recommending funds for the Port Aransas-Corpvs 
Christi Waterway since 1949. About 23 million short tons of petroleum products 
per annum originate on this waterway. It is most urgent that adequate channe| 
depths and widths be provided from the jetty entrance to the turning basin, 
including straightening of the channel at the entrance to the turning basin to 
permit safe transit and turning of tankers. 

14. The Corpus Christi Bridge, situated at the entrance to the turning basin, 

has been declared a hazard to navigation and has been ordered to be removed. 
Funds should be appropriated to immediately remove this hazardous condition 
and permit the unimpeded flow of large tanker traffic to this most important port 
where petroleum in bulk is loaded in deep-draft tankers. 
! The American Merchant Marine Institute, Inc., on behalf of its member 
companies also wishes to ask the Congress to appropriate funds for those projects 
listed in table III which have not been listed in the recommendation by the 
President in the budget for the fiscal vear 1956. 


TaBLe III.—Appropriations, fiscal year 1956 list of important navigation projects 
on the Atlantic, gulf, and Pacific coasts not listed in the presidential budget 


Estimated cost |Recommended 
Project tocomplete | by AMMI 


DFE BET OE ois nape dang cabelintnebneteunccsccneontnieesseny $525, 000 $300, 0% 
. Hudson River, New York to Albeny, N. Y---.----------------------- 32, 000, 000 1, 000, 000 
. Delaware River, Philadelphia to Trenton, Pa...--.------------------ 91, 389, 000 6, 000, 000 
. Wilmington Harbor (Cape Fear River to Wilmington) - -------------- 2, 600, 000 75), 000 
eT ho, fe eee eee 52 6, 875, 000 1, 000, 00° 
. James River, Va. (survey report) = 157, 000 157, 00 
fein TRON COE okie. c baie ddg Hine en snbueuanddseunsenseved 2, 086, 000 1, 000, 000 
. Columbia River at the mouth, Oregon and Washington 8, 555, 000 3, 000, 000 


These projects are also important and are briefly summarized herein: 

1. Town River, Quincy, Mass. is inadequate for modern T-class tankers now 
in general use and annual transportation savings in the efficient use of these 
vessels would be derived from reducing delays due to waiting for favorable tidal, 
daylight, and weather conditions, elimination of lightering, quicker turn-around 
time, and reduction in towboat charges. The savings would amount to about 
$128,000 annually for an improved 27-foot channel, for a benefit-cost ratio of 
about 4.6. 

2. The existing 27-foot channel in Hudson River has become inadequate * 
a result of the increased size of merchant vessels using the waterway. Modifi- 
cation of the project to provide a 32-foot depth of channel to accommodate the 
larger vessels would derive widespread annual benefits of over $2 million. The 
AMMI members have been urging this modification since 1945 and are now 
requesting the Congress to initiate appropriations to start the improvement. 

3. The Delaware River, from Philadelphia to Trenton, requires a superchannel 
for the supertype ships which will use the waterway after improvement. - 
area along the banks of the Delaware River is available for vast expansion 4!" 
it is in the public interest that the deeper channel should be provided. The 
Delaware River Port area reached an alltime high in foreign waterborne col 
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merce in the first half of 1954, with an increase of 13 percent over the same 
period in 1953. Private enterprise has and will invest its resources in an unprec- 
edented industrial expansion in the region to the benefit of the defense program 
and the future normal peacetime economy. It is in the hands of the Congress 
to appropriate funds to continue this expansion. 

4, Wilmington Harbor (Cape Fear River to Wilmington) N. C. is another of 
the major ports at which serious delays occur due to an inadequate channel. 
Delays in this port are occasioned by waiting for favorable tidal conditions and 
are estimated to result in penalties of approximately $90,000 per annum. 

5. The Sabine-Neches Waterway, Tex. is a vital oil-loading port which becomes 
all the more important in time of an all-out national emergency. The use of 
the modern large tankers in this waterway has not been considered safe since 
the terminals can only be reached after rounding numerous sharp and narrow 
bends. The annual savings due to the channel modifications and enlargements 
and curve easings are estimated to be in excess of the estimated annual charges 
of the improvements. 

6. The James River Channel from Newport News to Richmond, Va., with 
about 5 million tons of waterborne commerce, is an important port with water 
of only 25 feet. The preliminary report authorized by the Congress was favorably 
reported on by the district, division, and Chief of Engineers. However, no 
further action has been forthcoming since no funds have been alloeated for a 
survey report. If the project is worth while then funds should be allocated to 
determine its merit. An outlay of $157,000 will permit the Corps of Engineers 
to determine the vast benefits to be derived from the further improvement of 
a port which is only capable of handling prewar type vessels. 

7. Richmond Harbor, Calif., is 1 of 4 commercial deepwater ports in the San 
Francisco Bay area. A 35-foot channel with adequate widths as authorized by 
the Congress is required for the continued increase in commerce in deep-draft 
vessels and economically justified by transportation savings. 

8. A 48-foot depth of water is necessary for the safety and convenience of 
shipping in the Columbia River at the mouth, Oregon and Washington. The 
benefits that will accrue to navigation both in transportation savings and elimina- 
tion of groundings fully justifies congressional appropriations to initiate and 
complete dredging at an early date. 

The major tanker operators have over $1 billion invested in the new super- 
tankers now afloat or under construction. The full value of these tankers to the 
national economy is not now being realized under the loading handicaps imposed 
by those channels of inadequate depth and width. It seems to us imperative that 
direct and immediate action should be taken to complete these major loading 
and unloading port projects within the earliest practicable time. 

The benefits from the use of the large tankers in the completed deepwater ports 
would be far reaching since their employment at full capacity would result in 
corresponding savings in transportation costs. There is no type of harbor im- 
provement from which the benefits are more promptly realized and none in 
which the benefits are as great as those involving the movement of crude oil 
and crude-oil products. 

It is not enough that the authorized projects be carried to completion. Once 
the channel improvements are completed, they are committed to the use of 
deeper draft vessels and to the loading of the ships to the fullest extent of their 
capabilities. If channels are allowed to deteriorate and navigable depths are 
decreased by silting, great inconvenience and loss will be experienced. It is 
for this reason that we ask the Congress that the funds as set up in the Presidential 
budget be appropriated to insure the efficient and economic use of the deepwater 
channel on the east and gulf coasts. 
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TABLE I.—Trends in vessel construction 
TYPICAL OIL CARRIERS 


Mean Dead 
Overall Breadth summer | Speed | ad 


length salt-water | knots | ,Weight 
| tonnage 


W. S. Porter 

Texas 

John D. Archibald 

| Charles Pratt 

USSB tankers 

| T-2 tankers (T2-SE-A1) 
Atlantic Sun 


Inches | Feet Inches | Feet Inches 
2 4y 24 #«O 
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Mr. O’Conor. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I happen to be the Washington counsel for the American Merchant 
Marine Institute, which is a trade association composed of 54 United 
States steamship companies which operate approximately 6 million 
gross tons of American-flag tank, dry cargo, and collier vessels in 
both the foreign and the domestic trade of the United States. 

Among the considerations, Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen, which 
I should like to stress is the peculiar situation which confronts the 
shipping industry and which they think has a direct relationship 
and particular applicability to the appropriations which have been 
recommended, and in support of which we are appearing before you. 
In order to indicate the change and the development in the industry 
which we think shows the imperative need for the appropriations, 
we attempt to advance these arguments. 

During the war years from 1939 to 1945 a total of 775 tankers 
with an aggregate weight of 12 million tons were constructed. Of 
this tonnage 72 percent were the T-2 tankers which had approx 
mately 30 percent greater individual carrying capacity than the 
prewar tankers. These T—2 tankers proved so conclusively the value 
of the larger type vessel that the petroleum industry at the close of 
World War II made plans for vessels of even greater capacity. 

The advantage of the supertanker is readily apparent from the 
fact that they can be operated with crews not greatly exceeding 
those required for the T-2 tankers—and this we note with particular 
emphasis—at operating costs which are lower in proportion than the 
tonnage which is carried. 

They have passed the experimental stage and passed the talk 
stage. At this time 8 vessels of about 45,000 deadweight tons ar 
actually under contract or under construction, 4 of which have already 
been launched. Four vessels of about 50,000 deadweight tons are 
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under contract for early delivery in 1957. It is to be noted that the 
major tanker operators have over $1 billion invested in the new super- 
tankers now afloat or under construction. 

Then, so that we all may have an idea, rather than just using cold 
statistics, I point to the fact that these large tankers, and ore carriers 
as well, are approaching, and in some cases they actually exceed, the 
762-foot length of the famous old liner Mauretania and they are con- 
siderably in excess of her beam of 88 feet. 

Then, too, another recent development which has, we think, aggra- 
vated the general situation and calls for extraordinary measures is the 
fact that the opening of the foreign ore sources distant from the im- 
portant world markets since the close of World War II has brought 
bulk ore carriers of unprecedented size ranging up to deadweight of 
60,000 tons with drafts of 37% feet. Again I say that while we talk 
about or have heard a lot of talk about these in years past and thought 
that that was possibly just a dream, three of these vessels are already 
launched and are trading today in several United States ports but the 
actual estimates of cargo tonnages for the various terminals have not 
vet been received up to date, and therefore, we are unable to give 
the committee the exact detailed information except to say that they 
are in actual operation, and with this important further fact: That in 
preparation for our appearance before you gentlemen, we caused a 
general survey to be made in order to bring the most authoritative 
information as to what might be expected in the way of the greater 
use of the supertanker with the result that from all the member com- 
panies, and using it as a composite, we find that 25 percent of the total 
tanker fleet using United States ports will actually, by 1957, be 
supertankers. 

I am sure it is unnecessary to emphasize to you very well informed 
gentlemen the benefits of that particular type in any war emergency. 

Mr. Chairman, and other gentlemen, that brings us to the list of the 
different projects which have been included in the President’s budget 
and which we support, except that I should like, if I may, to highlight 
three specific projects, only because we think they are illustrative of 
what we consider the needs to be. The first is the New York and New 
Jersey Channels which are, as you gentlemen know, among the most 
important in the entire world, and under present conditions, because 
we do suggest possibly an increase in order to avail of the full potential 
of these very important facilities, the completion of the authorized 
improvements at the present rate of appropriations will take about 6 
vears, 

In this interval ships using this port will continue to be seriously 
handicapped because of the loading limitations which now obtain. 
We, therefore, respectfully urge that the present rate of the appro- 
priations be stepped up so that the full benefits of the authorized im- 
provements can be fully realized. 

Then, leaving the New York and N 


ew Jersey section, I should like 
if] may, to invite your attention to the Houston, Tex., ship channel, 
which is one of the most important major deep channel ports in the 
United States for the loading, as you of course know so well, of pe- 
troleum in bulk in deep-draft tankers. We were quite surprised, I may 
say, and struck with the fact upon compiling the grand total of the 
commerce from the various petroleum industries to note that the 
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petroleum commerce today exceeds in that port 31 million tons pp, 
annum. 

Now under consideration is a proposed $32 million plan to byjjj 

15 wharves which would almost double the present wharf fagilitig 
of that import port. Yet the existing project provides for a 36-{9 
depth, whereas the actual depth between Baytown and the Housto, 
turning basin has been dredged to only 32 feet, which we, of coury, 
submit represents a serious restriction to the petroleum industry, 
and we think this could more than pay for itself. 

If it is to be done eventually, to use the very apt expression, why 
not now, because we think that the benefits to be derived not only 
for the general public insofar as their comfort and all that, but looking 
at it from the dollar and cents standpoint, would reflect & sizable 
intake. 

The third of the several ones which we think deserve special con- 
sideration is the Staten Island Rapid Transit drawbridge, which, 
incidentally, was ordered removed as of July back in 1949, almost 
6 years ago. The delays which have been encountered at the bridge 
are now seriously paralyzing the industry located on this waterway, 
Final plans for the bridge are under review and construction is being 
awaited anxiously. We think that the increase to $2 million for the 
early initiation of this important work would be thoroughly justified, 

Then, Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen, just in conclusion, may | 
attempt to highlight the entire testimony which I am privileged to 
give by laying emphasis again upon the fact that the major tanker 
operators have over $1 billion invested in the new supertankers, 
either the ones that are afloat or under construction. The full value 
of these tankers to the national economy is not now being realize( 
under the loading handicaps which are imposed and result from 
channels of inadequate depth and inadequate width. 

It seems to us, therefore, imperative that direct and immediate 
action should be taken to complete these major loading and unload- 
ing port projects within the earliest practicable time. The benefits 
from the use of the large tankers in the completed deepwater ports 
would be far reaching since their employment at full capacity woul! 
result in corresponding savings in transportation costs. There is 10 
type of harbor improvement from which the benefits are more promptly 
realized and none in which the benefits are as great as those involving 
the movement of the cargoes to which I have made reference. 

Mr. Chairman, I think that might just in a general way highlight 
my statement. 

‘Mr. Evins. Thank you, Senator O’Conor, for your fine statement 
and consideration. I am sure the committee will give consideration 
to the argument you made. 

Mr. Hanp. I understand quite well the almost economic nec essit 
of building these oil carriers and ore carriers larger and larger because 
of the enormous cost of our maritime labor as one of the factors 
involved. You cannot operate economically, or at least you ough 
not to try, unless you can get these ships larger. Where are we goill’ 
to draw a line? Are we going to keep having to build bigger and 
bigger channels all the time? 

Mr. O’Conor. You certainly put your finger on a very, Vel! 
pivotal, and we think a very ‘perplexing, problem. I rec all so dis 
tinctly sitting on a committee on the other side some years ago whe 
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certain of the present plans were first projected, and they seemed 
almost fantastic, and yet the competition from abroad and the prob- 
lems presented by the increasing wage scales, labor costs, and material 
seem just tocompel it. Yet, I do think there is a danger point beyond 
which you cannot go, because, just coming a littler closer home to our 
own port just 40 miles away from here in Baltimore, we have had a 
very, very troublesome and a very difficult problem for the very 
reason that you point out. 

We thought some years back that it had been dredged to a depth 

sufficient to take care of the matter for many vears, and yet almost 
before the completion of the work, there was more required. I think 
there has to be some thought given on the other side, too, and I think 
prudence in business operation calls for that. 
Mr. Hanp. Senator, since the United States is being advised to 
spend more and more money to make bigger and better channels all 
the time, what would be your comment in behalf of the maritime 
industry if Congress should ultimately consider the imposition of 
navigation fees for the use of these waterways? 

Mr. O’Conor. I do not think I am authorized possibly to speak 
for the industry and certainly on the record in regard to it, because 
that is a very, very difficult and many-sided question. We feel that, 
of course, the benefits accruing in the overall economy and also as an 
arm of defense, does place the industry in a somewhat different situa- 
tion from the ordinary individual road user or other user of facilities, 
so that we think that where the shipping industry is required to keep 
itself in readiness for possible emergency use, as, of course, recent 
world conflicts pointed up the necessity for, it would be possibly a too 
difficult burden to carry. 

Mr. Hanp. Especially in view of the fact that you have already 
been subsidized. 

Mr. O’Conor. That is true. I had that in the back of my head. 

Mr. Hanp. Senator, how do you define the ‘‘New York and New 
Jersey Channels’? What do you include as you use the term? 

Mr. O’Conor. There is, as you gentlemen undoubtedly know, the 
series of the channels there which are in use for oceangoing draft and 
for all the ships that either in 

Mr. Hanp. In or pertaining to New York Harbor? 

Mr. O’Conor. Yes. 

Mr. Hann. You do not include the Delaware River? 

Mr. O’Conor. No; we don’t. 

Mr. Hann. Does your client have any interest in deepening the 
Delaware from Philadelphia to Trenton? 

Mr. O’Conor. Yes; and thanks to you gentlemen in the past 
Congress, that was pointed up very decidedly. 

Mr. Hann. You spoke about the improvement of the channel in 
Houston or at least maintaining the authorized depth of 36 feet? 

Mr. O’Conor. Yes. 

Mr. Hann. Would your 50,000-ton oil carriers or your 60,000-ton 
ore carriers be able to use that channel even if it were 36 feet? 

Mr. O’Conor. Actually, it is 37%, their maximum, but we did think 
that the use that could be made by increasing from 32 to 36 would 
possibly make them usable at least for the foreseeable future. 

Mr. Hanp. Let me put the question in this way: In your judgment 
and in the judgment of vour industry, is a channel depth of less than 
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40 feet a safe depth for transportation of such vessels you are mep. 
tioning? 

Mr. O’Conor. For the supertanker, at full capacity, that would be 
the safer depth to hit for. 

Mr. Hanp. Thank you very much. 

Mr. O’Conor. Thank you very much, gentlemen. 


TurEspay, APRIL 26, 1955. 


SACRAMENTO RIVER 


WITNESS 


RALPH B. DEWEY, WASHINGTON REPRESENTATIVE OF THE PACIFI¢ 
AMERICAN STEAMSHIP ASSOCIATION, SAN FRANCISCO, CALIF. 


Mr. Evins. The committee will come to order. I understand 
Mr. Dewey is the next witness to appear before the committee. 

Mr. Dewey, will you give the committee your full name, your 
address, your organization, and also tell the committee whether o 
not the matters on which you are going to testify concern the westem 
section. 

Mr. Dewey. I will do that, thank you, Mr. Evins. My name is 
Ralph B. Dewey. I am the Washington representative of the Pacific 
American Steamship Association, with headquarters in San Francisco, 


Calif. 


I am addressing myself today to only one project in the civil fun- 
tions budget, which actually is not set down for any amount of money 
in this year’s budget, but which I am given to understand will be the 
subject of separate hearings at a later date in these proceedings, and | 
therefore requested an opportunity to be heard on this matter. 


SACRAMENTO SHIP CANAL 


This item is the Sacramento ship channel, which is a_ project 
approved by the Public Works Committee, and passed by Congress 
and for which there has been expended to date in the neighborhood of 
$2% million. The total of the project is estimated to be in the order 
of $30 million. | 

In opposing this project, I would remind you that, as steamship 
operators, we always are in favor of increased port facilities which 
will prove out in an economic sense. We certainly have no “dog in 
the manger” attitude toward any port development which will benefit 
the commerce of our country, because as such, our own steamship 
companies will benefit. 

In the case of the Sacramento ship channel, however, we take strong 
issue with the economic factors which are the ingredients of the cost- 
benefit ratio that the Army engineers show in their report, that 1s 1! 
their January 1954 revised report. The Army engineers first published 
a report on this project in 1946 and later in 1954, last year, they 
revised their figures and at present the cost-benefit ratio stands 
1.15 to 1, slightly better than break-even. 
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We take issue with that cost-benefit ratio on three counts: 

The first is on the overall tonnage projection, which is on a 50-year 
basis and for which the Corps of Engineers shows an average annual 
movement in the Sacramento River of 741,000 tons of cargo. 

We take issue on the second count on the average load per vessel 
call that they estimate will be lifted from this port of Sacramento 
when it is built. 

Thirdly, we take issue with the vessel cost per day which is used in 
the calculation of the cost-benefit ratio. 

These three ingredients are extremely important because the 
product of these three ingredients, namely, the tonnage projection, 
the average lift per vessel, and the cost of the vessel per day, of 
diversion determine the savings per ton of cargo which will be made as 
a result of the construction of this port. It stands to reason that if 
the ingredients of the savings are in error, the savings themselves are 
in error. 

The engineers have made a showing of a 69-cents-per-ton saving. 
Gentlemen, we have operated steamships on the Pacific coast since 
1849. The companies in my association date back, at least two of 
them, that many years, and we take a certain amount of pride in not 
running operations that lose money. But for us to take a merchant 
vessel up & narrow 100-mile inland waterway to pick up a fractional 
load of cargo and return to the central part of the San Francisco Bay, 
is a losing proposition for any cargo liner under today’s vessel costs. 
We figure that in order for Sacramento shippers to save 69 cents per 
ton we have to spend 3 to 4 dollars per ton to take our ship up the 
channel and back again. What kind of economic saving is that? 

For this reason our primary interest today is that this item under 
no consideration be reinstated in the President’s budget until such 
time as the Army engineers reevaluate the entire project from the 
standpoint of the economics involved. 

As ship operators, we know we cannot run ships up there that far 
from the central part of the bay and make any kind of a showing, 
certainly not that will yield any savings per ton. As a matter of fact, 
in the hearings last year, I pointed out that from our standpoint, one 
of the biggest commodities—and the Army engineers confirms this in 
their studies—is canned goods moving out of the port of Sacramento. 
If this $30 million project were built and the canned goods started 
to flow and were offered to our ships, it would be offered in lots, not 
of 3,500 tons, upon which the engineers base their estimates, but on 
smaller lots of maybe 800 tons, and that is on the high side. That 
is the normal canned goods offering. You just don’t move canned 
goods in 3,500-ton lots. 

The result would be, then, when you take a merchant ship at 
that distance to divert it out of its traffic pattern for 2 or 3 or 4 
davs to make this lift at a cost of $3,200 a day for the vessel alone, 
the tonnage isn’t there, the profit isn’t there, and the ships would 
hot call. 

When the initial project was brought before Congress at a cost of 
$10 million, there may have been some justification, and you may have 
een able to make an economic showing on a port at Sacramento. 
But today, when the cost has skyrocketed to $30 million and we 
know a little bit more about postwar traffic patterns, we suggest 
that the Army engineers be mandated to reevaluate the project. 
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Until this is done, we think the Appropriations Committee and th: 
Congress itself will be making a decision on facts which are not sup. 
ported by actual operations. 

May I just butten this point down by noting that the figures upoy 
which this project was based initially were prewar figures and that 
postwar traffic statistics of the engineers themselves show dry-caryp 
trade to be 33 percent less in the San Francisco Bay than prewar, 
This, I think, alone, should compel members of this committee jy 
withhold any judgment on this project until it is reevaluated in light 
of the actual traffic pattern and in light of increasing ship costs, jy 
order that the proper judgment may be made. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Dewey, it strikes me rather singular that the 
shipping industry would be opposing the development of a harbor 
that would give more shipping. 

Mr. Dewey. I prefaced my remarks, Mr. Evins, by saying that 
we are in here many times asking for funds supporting port develop. 
ment items. 

Mr. Evins. You are generally asking for funds to improve the 
harbors and for dredging, but here is a situation in which the shipping 
industry comes in and says, ‘‘We are against it.’’ ; 

Mr. Dewey. That is right. 

Mr. Evins. Would it affect you competitively if another shipping 
company came into this area to take the cargo out of the Sacramento 
harbor? 

Mr. Dewey. I represent 12 steamship lines, which is about three- 
quarters of the tonnage that operates on the Pacific coast. We could 
all use Sacramento if it is built. 

Mr. Evins. The steamship companies are subsidized by tle 
Government in many ways, but I am just trying to find out the 
reasons for your fundamental objection to the development of the 
harbor. That is for my own benefit if not for the record. 

Mr. Dewey. Of course, first of all, we don’t like to see Federal 
funds expended for something that is not going to at least break even. 
We would like an opportunity for hearings before the Chief of Engi- 
neers to show why we don’t think this thing will make money. 

Mr. Evins. Were you for this project initially? 

Mr. Dewey. No, sir; not when it was $10 million and certainly 
not now. 

Mr. Evins. You were against it right along? 

Mr. Dewey. Yes, sir. The reason for that is that we have in the 
San Francisco Bay four ports that are in the central fulcrum of the 
water area known as the San Francisco Harbor. ‘Those four ports, 
as a result of a recent study by the senate of the State of California 
were shown to only be used to about 50 percent of their possible 
utilization. There are heavy investments in those existing ports. 
They are quite adequate and we therefore cannot find ourselves 
position of supporting another port which is off at the far end of the 
spoke, so to speak. We would have to divert a ship up 1 day, load 
1 day or more, and back another day, whereas we have all the facilities 
for loading Sacramento-origin cargo at ports in the central part of 
the bay. Further, the tolls and other charges we pay is depended 
on to amortize them. 7.7 

Mr. Evins. Your position is that there are adequate port facilities 
and that you do not need any additional works in the particular are’. 
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Mr. Dewey. That is right. | 

Mr. Evins. Are you requesting, or would you favor any funds for 
the development of any competing ports? 

Mr. Dewey. Of competing ports? 

Mr. Evins. Yes. 

Mr. Dewey. We are, sir. 

Mr. Evins. You do not think it is economically sound and feasible 
to develop Sacramento? 

Mr. Dewry. We don’t feel that it is, no. 

Mr. Murray. I do not understand your testimony. You say that 
you opposed this project originally. I understand this project was 
originally started in 1946. 

Mr. Dewey. 1945 and 1946. 

Mr. Murray. Some work had been done subsequent to 1945 and 
1946 and it was stopped because of the Korean war, as I understand 
the situation. 

Mr. Dewey. That is right. 

Mr. Murray. I understand you opposed the project originally, 
and you are opposing it now. ‘The reason you are opposing it now is 
because you feel that a reevaluation of the economics involved is 


Snecessary at this time. The project was originally proposed, you say, 


on the basis of war considerations. Upon what was your original 
opposition predicated? 

Mr. Dewey. I would have to check the record on that, Mr. Mur- 
ray. 

Mr. Murray. It seems to me that your testimony or your state- 
ment does not carry too much weight. You now say there has been 
some changes since the original construction, that caused Congress, 
or somebody, to start this project, that there has been some economic 
change, and that we should evaluate the economic change, but you 
tell us that you had opposition to it initially. I think there is an 
inconsistentey in your position. 

Mr. Dewrny. I don’t see that that is inconsistent, sir. I don’t 
follow the inconsistency which you pick out of there. 

Mr. Murray. Well, you suggest to us that the reason we should 
not consider this project at the present time is because the economics 
upon which it was based were predicated upon matters pertaining to 
re-war conditions, but you tell us now that you also opposed it at the 
time of its original authorization. It seems to me that that is in- 
consistent, 

Mr. Dewey. I haven’t reread the record for a number of years as 
to why our association opposed the original project. My recollection 
is, however, that we opposed it because we didn’t think there had 
been enough showing in the postwar period to see if we needed another 
port in northern California; that we had at that time five major ports, 
and did not feel the necessity of another port, and we still don’t, 
and for reasons which we would like an opportunity to develop at a 
revaluation hearing before the engineers whom we think should 
make these decisions on more realistic grounds. 

Mr. Murray. Is your principal objection to the furtherance of 
this project predicated upon the needs or the convenience of the 
public and public welfare or is your principal objection to the project 
cause of its effect on your particular interests? 
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Mr. Dewey. A little of both, to be honest, Mr. Congressmay 
This is an argument that has been going on, at least from my reading 
of history, since about at least 500 B. C. That is, whether you are 
going to take the ship to the cargo or move the cargo to the ship. 
That really underlies our presence here in these proceedings. 

There is a point beyond which a transportation line cannot afford to 
serve everybody’s front yard, and we have drawn the line at Saera- 
mento and said, in effect, “You have four points at the hub of your 
bay. They are sufficiently close to each other that it is a matter of 
15, 20 steaming minutes, maybe up to 40 or 45 at the most, between 
those ports. The shift is a matter of a few hours. Each port has its 
own function and serves the shipping industry and the general public 
of northern California more than adequately. 

We have also another port which is in the Central Valley, the port 
of Stockton, which serves to a great degree a similar, perhaps not 
identical, but a very similar hinterland that the port of Sacramento 
suggests that they will serve. 

So you already have the Central Valley served with an interior port. 

Frankly, the steamship operators have not over the past years 
relished the idea of even going to Stockton for cargoes. We have 
tonnage limits, and will not go up there except for at least 500 tons of 
cargo, and many ship operators turn up their noses at even that 
because they can’t make any money at it. It is often a courtesy call 
to service some large shipper. You still have to reckon with the unit 
cost of carrying a commodity, and we have found that the unit cost 
which is really paid by the consumer at the other end of the line is 
best served by concentrating your ports in a central area where you 
can move in a brief span of time one to the other, without this long, 
24-hour diversion. 

Mr. Evins. Carrying your argument to the logical conclusion, you 
would not develop any internal ports. You would be against develop- 
ing the port of Houston, if you say you must take all the cargo to the 
seashore, and not have any internal channel development. 

Mr. Dewey. I have not studied Houston. 

Mr. Evins. Could it be that your opposition is partially based upon 
the fact that your shipping interests control major portions of the 
harbors existing now, and you do not wish to open competitive harbors 
to develop, or that others might come into it? 

Mr. Dewey. Could I assure you, sir, that our steamship companies 
run steamships. We are not in the business of running a port, in other 
words, a waterside terminal. 

We may lease piers from the State of California on a 30-day lease— 
they can cancel it in 30 days, but we don’t own those facilities, and i 
they make or lose we just pay the rent, and it is similar on the east 
side of the bay. ow 

Mr. Evins. By the patronage which you enjoy and the shipping 
which you largely control? 

Mr. Dewey. Certainly. 

Mr. Evins. You are not in favor of opening up any other por 
facilities? 

Mr. Dewey. That is very true. You have stated it very well, si. 

Mr. Murray. I just want a clarification on this. Is it not a fact 
that, under ordinary circumstances, a water transportation ship wil 
go as far inland to the point of origin and distribution of its carg0 
as possible. Is not that an accurate statement? 
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Mr. Dewry. Well, I don’t believe so, sir. There is a tendency for 
the ships to go no further from the shore than they have to go to 
srvice the shipper. Now, a shipper or a group of shippers at an 
inland point may garner sufficient cargo to attract a ship to make a 
long inland haul to get it. An example is the port of Portland, Oreg., 
which is 90 miles from the coast. Right at the mouth of the Columbia 
River is the port of Astoria. But Astoria doesn’t generate very much 
cargo. ‘They used to have lumber and fish shipments, but at present 
they are not sufficient to make a huge merchant ship stop and pick 
up the few tons. The cargo is all at Portland, at the confluence of 
the Willamette and Columbia Rivers, at the confluence of a large trading 
hinterland. That is where the cargo is and that is where the ship 
goes. It would be costly for the ship to stop at. Astoria, because 
there would be no cargo there. Yet that is the nearest port to the 
water. Their tendency will be to stay as close to the seaboard as 
possible, but they will go inland as far as they have to, to get a cargo 
that is offered. 

Mr. Murray. In other words, is it not true that the prevailing cir- 
cumstance is not to call at the seaboard, but wherever your business 
demands? 

1 know very little about the Sacramento area, but Chicago, where I 
reside, is a source of considerable transocean shipments. Certainly 
your ship line would, assuming it had enough business in Chicago, 
desire to pick up its goods in Chicago via water transportation rather 
than picking them up at, say, Los Angeles. Is that correct? 

Mr. Dewry. Where is the ship going? 

Mr. Murray. Well, say it is going over to the Philippines. 

Mr. Dewry. And the cargo is in Chicago? 

Mr. Murray. Yes. 

Mr. Dewry. You say that the merchant ship would prefer to pick 
it up in Chicago? 

Mr. Murray. Is that true? 

Mr. Dewry. No, sir. 

Mr. Murray. That is not an accurate statement? 

Mr. Dewry. No, sir; because at Chicago you have to go out the 
St. Lawrence. It is almost 6 days to New York from Chicago by 
water. When you get to New York, if you steam every single day, 
you have, it seems to me, without checking my table of distances, a 17- 
or 18-day steaming distance. 

That probably wasn’t a good example. I think I know what you 
mean. 

Mr. Murray. That is a good example, I think. If I were to ship 
some cargo from Chicago to the Philippines, would it not be cheaper 
for me to ship it via Chicago on boat than it would by rail to your 
shipping point and then to the Philippines? 

_ Mr. Dewey. No, it would not. And we could make the same show- 
ing in Sacramento vis-a-vis the central ports. I could make the 
same argument on Sacramento that you have developed on Chicago. 
That is, that the land costs from Chicago or Sacramento to the ship- 
ping point at Los Angeles or San Francisco are less than moving the 
ship up and back to Sacramento or Chicago. 

his is counter to what the Army Engineers say however. We 
say that is the crux of the controversy: Can you take the ship to 
the cargo cheaper than you can take the cargo to the ship? 
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Mr. Evins. Are you in favor of the Stockton Port? 

Mr. Dewey. Stockton is a port and our ships are calling on jp. 
ducement. Inducement is a tonnage sufficient to make a profit on the 
call. More and more of the companies in my association are calling 
at Stockton, but Stockton in the meantime has developed tremendoys 
cargo which has made it attractive to go up there. 

Mr. Evins. You have no crystal ball. You cannot say that 
Sacramento will not develop more cargo? 

Mr. Dewey. Well, Stockton didn’t cost $30 million, Mr. Con. 
gressman. 

Mr. Evins. You are for Stockton but against Sacramento? Is that 
the position that I judge you take? 

Mr. Dewey. I haven’t checked the record but I have a sneaking 
hunch our people probably opposed Stockton too. 

Mr. Evins. Did your organization favor the development of the 
St Lawrence Seaway? 

Mr. Dewey. We did not. 

Mr. Evins. You are consistent there. 

Mr. Jensen. This deepening of this channel is a distance of 108 
miles, you say? 

Mr. Dewey. The original river waterway is 108 miles, if they used 
the course of the river itself. That was the original plan, to use 
the river. 

Since then, if I am not mistaken, all the appropriations to date 
have been upon the basis that they will dig a channel which will 
bypass roughly, two-third of the distance of the river. In other 
words, at a point about a third of the way up the river they branch 
off into what is known as Cache Slough, and connect with a series of 
small sloughs, and through roughly a straight line right through the 
marshes up to Lake Washington. 

Mr. Jensen. The new port would be in Sacramento? 

Mr. Dewey. Yes, but it is known as the West Sacramento Indus- 
trial Park. 

Mr. JensEeN. Sacramento is the capital of California? 

Mr. Dewey. That is right. 

Mr. JeNsEN. In other words, to put it down to where we could 
understand, we folks out in the middle of the United States do not 
have any problems like this. We have a dirt road to our town, but 
we want a paved road and so we go to the highway commission and 
say Now, we want you to build a State road so that the big trucks 
and everybody that wants to come in there can come in, and we call 
get more trade from the outlying areas. Before long, we have 4 
concrete road running into our town, a nice paved road, and it helps 
our town. Now, that is a small example of what Sacramento wants, 
and, naturally, I can understand your position. You are a hired 
man of the shipping industry and we are hired men of Uncle Sam. 
We have to represent those folks there in Sacramento just as well 
as we represent you folks. So the thing we have to decide is whether 
we are going to run a route to Sacramento, to a very wonderful town 
with very fine people, in order to give them an outlet to the sea In 
which they can transport their commodities and people. 

If you were sitting across the table from where you are sitting now, 
I wonder if you would not say: “Well now, we have to take a good 
look at this. We have to be fair to those people up there in Sacra- 
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mento.” We don’t like to spend money that is not necessary and is 
for a project that is not economically feasible. The only thing we 
ean do is to take a good look at it and, if we finally decide that the 
people of Sacramento are entitled to this, I do not suppose we will 
sive much consideration to whether or not it is going to mean another 
source of competition, because, after all, we have a problem of deter- 
mining What is right and what is proper to appropriate the people's 
money for, but those folks up there want a road. 

Mr. Dewey. Right. 

Mr. JENSEN. They want a road on which they can haul heavy 
traffic. They are asking for a waterway on which to haul heavy 
traffic to bring them closer to the rest of the world by water. Is 
that not right? 

Mr. Dewey. That is right. 

Mr. JenseN. That is the thing we have to decide. That is all. 

Mr. Hann. Mr. Dewey, I am interested in the question which the 
chairman originally asked you and which was pursued to some extent 
by the gentleman from lowa. He said: ‘What was the real reason 
for your opposition here?’”’ Your reply was that ‘Firstly, it is because 
we don’t think that this project has been properly evaluated, and do 
not think it economically possible, especially now that it is a $30 
million project instead of a $10 million project.’”’” But “‘firstly’’ was as 
far as you got. Either on or off the record, who are your principal 
competitors which might be served by this Sacramento development? 

Mr. Dewry. This is on the record? 

Mr. Hann. On or off, as you prefer. 

Mr. Dewey. I prefer it on the record, Mr. Congressman. Will 
you ask the question again, please? 

Mr. Hanp. Who are the principal competitors who might be served 
by the development of the Sacramento Port? 

Mr. Dewey. All our companies would have it available to them. 

Mr. Hann. Yet you do not want to use it? Who wants to use it? 

Mr. Dewry. Now, I would be getting into the economic arguments 
which cause us to raise some eyebrows about this thing. 

Those who would use it would be principally tramp vessels which 
can afford to make a trip that far to get a partial or whole shipload of 
cargo; but the Army Engineers, or whoever gave the figures to the 
Army Engineers, it appears to me, have assumed that the berth ves- 
sels, those operating on fixed schedules, on fixed trade routes, will go 
to Sacramento for the same reasons that a tramp ship will, and to 
pick up as much cargo. They are proceeding on those assumptions, 
and ran the figures up and came out with a saving. Unfortunately 
their errors in assumptions have compounded themselves. 

Mr. Hann. You say that their savings and benefit-cost ratio cal- 
culations have been premised on the assumption that your companies 
and others operating like your companies, will use these facilities, and 
you think they will not? 

Mr. Dewey. They tell me they will not, sir. Stockton is a good 
example. We have had it since 1932 and for many years deepwater 
vessels seldom used it. It was barge traffic. None of the big ships 
could afford to go there. 

Mr. Hanp. I am not out of sympathy with the suggestion you put 
forth that perhaps the evaluation of this project should at least be 
carefully studied, but I wanted to get at the real motive of your 
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clients, because, unfortunately, in this committee we very seldom hay» 
organizations or individuals who come here with the sole and pup 
idea of helping us to save money. I wish we did. 

Mr. Dewey. I think if I were to undertake that I would hay, 
to go a lot farther than the Sacramento project. 

Mr. Hanp. You finally wound up by being reasonably frank an 
saying that there is a competitive situation involved as well as wha; 
you think is an uneconomic situation. 

Mr. Dewey. There is no competitive situation in that there js 
nobody competing with us for Sacramento. There is a competitive 
situation between Sacramento and the other existing parts in the bay. 
To repeat, we have no financial interest in those ports. We have this 
interest, however: that the tolls, that the charges, that the assess. 
ments and the fees that we pay to these existing ports, out of which 
they amortize their investment, keep their facility in good shape, and 
so forth, we pay those fees and those tolls, and therefore we do not 
want to have the cargo diluted. 

Mr. Hanp. That is the point. You are fearing a loss of some of 
your cargo if this port is developed, is that right? That is what you 
meant by saying “‘diluted’’? 

Mr. Dewey. That is right. Instead of 1,000 tons in the central 
part of the bay, there will be 500 here and you have to have 2 facilities 
and 2 managements. That is a dilution of your costs. 

Mr. Hanpb. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Dewey. 

Mr. Jensen. I think the gentleman has been very frank. 


Mr. Evins. It was a very fine statement. 


Turspay, APRIL 26, 1955. 


Provo River ProJectr AND WreBeER Basin PROJECT 
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HON. WILLIAM A. DAWSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF UTAH 

HON. HENRY ALDOUS DIXON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF UTAH 

HON. ARTHUR V. WATKINS, A UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM 
THE STATE OF UTAH 

HON. WALLACE F. BENNETT, A UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM 
THE STATE OF UTAH 


Mr. Evins. The committee will hear next our colleague, Congress 
man Dawson of Utah. Do you want to present your colleagues? 

Mr. Dawson. We have Senator Watkins with us. He is anxious 
to get away. I think we should hear from him first. 

At this point I would like to insert in the record a statement pre- 
sented by Senator Bennett, who was here and who was forced to leave. 

Mr. Evins. The statement may be received. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 
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SraTEMENT OF SENATOR WaALLace F. BENNETT, or UTAH 


I am pleased to have the opportunity of appearing before this distinguished 
subcommittee to testify on two vital projecis to the State of Utah: 


DEER CREEK POWERPLANT 


The first project is a proposed new 5,000-kilowatt capacity hydroelectric plant 
at the Deer Creek Dam on the Provo River reclamation project. The construc- 
tion of the Provo River project was completed in 1941 and the Deer Creek Dam 
includes the necessary penstocks and powerhouse foundation for a powerplant. 
However, the additional hydroelectric facilities were not constructed pending an 
agreement between the Federal Government and the Provo River Water Users 
Association, the local contracting organization. 

The local association has explored alternative construction possibilities with 
private capital but they have found it to be impractical. They have now reached 
an agreement with the Department of the Interior which was approved by 
Secretary MeKay on April 22d of this year. 

The powerplant, as approved by the Department of the Interior, was similarly 
approved by the Bureau of the Budget, the Federal Power Commission and the 
Corps of Engineers in 1951 and 1952, as shown in House Document No. 37 of 
the 83d Congress, Ist session. 

It is vitally important that the powerplant be constructed as soon as possible. 
There is a serious water shortage in the area serviced by the Deer Creek project 
and the water supply of the Deer Creek diversion of the project is dependent 
in substantial measure upon a powerplant at the Deer Creek Dam. ost of 
the available water to the project comes from the Weber River and it is only 
the early spring runoff or floodwater which is available. However, the water 
year of 1953-54 produced no floodwater on the Weber River in excess of prior 
rights. It is only through a contract with the Utah Power & Light Co. that 
additional water from the Weber can be obtained. 

Under the contract made in 1938, one-half of the winter power water above 
Echo Reservoir on the Weber River may be diverted to the Deer Creek Reservoir. 
But, the water must be paid for. The loss to the power company, due to taking 
the water away from its Weber River powerplants, must be made good by delivery 
to the power company of equivalent energy from a new powerplant at the Deer 
Creek Dam, or by delivery of water into the Provo River for use of a powerplant 
operated by the power company on that stream. Since there is no powerplant 
at Deer Creek, and since there is a recurring and serious water shortage, the 
only way the water can be obtained is for the water users to pay cash for the 
power water. They have paid $50,000 during this year alone and they are already 
heavily burdened in paying for the reclamation project itself. I am advised by 
the water users that they cannot continue to pay for the powerplant in view of 
their already extensive obligations. 

The powerplant was planned in the original development, completed in 1941, 
to pay for the winter power water and to aid in paying for the project once the 
power phases were paid for. 

The 13 years’ delay has been costly to the water users and they are in a critical 
condition as a result of the present water shortages. I, therefore, urge this com- 
mittee to appropriate the necessary $200,000 to begin construction of the power- 
plant this year. 

The powerplant will pay out its estimated cost of $1,051,000 with interest in 
about 17 years, as well as pay for the Weber power water. It may also contribute 
as nuch as $4 million toward retirement of irrigation costs of the project. 


WEBER BASIN PROJECT 


I wish, also, to strongly urge that this committee approve the full $10,895,000 
requested by the President for the Weber Basin project in fiscal year 1956. 

The work on the project has proceeded with sufficient rapidity so that water 
tan begin to be stored at the Wanship Dam by the spring of 1956, thus catching 
the spring runoff. Under the present schedule, water could be delivered in the 
summer of 1957 to Weber and Davis Counties, which are now suffering from a 
serious water shortage. However, this progress is contingent upon receiving the 
full appropriation. 

eber and Davis Counties have received a great portion of the nearly 30 
percent growth in the State of Utah since 1940. The population of the two coun-' 
ues has expanded so rapidly that they have outgrown both their irrigation and 
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their municipal water supply. Fortunately, the Weber Basin project will provide 
some municipal water in addition to that furnished for irrigation. 
The features of the project which will provide initial delivery of water are poy 
underway. It is urgent that they be completed as rapidly as possible to provide 
water for several of our towns and cities now experiencing critical water shortages 
Mr. Dawson. After Senator Watkins, I have a short statement to 
make. 


PROVO RIVER PROJECT 


Mr. Evins. Senator Watkins, this committee is pleased to receiye 
your testimony. 

Senator Warkins. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, | 
thought I had appeared the last time for this particular project some 
time ago. This is the Provo River project. 

Construction began back in 1936. It started out as a $15 million 
project and is now up to $20 million. It was not finished before the 
war. The war boom and inflation took place after that and raised 
the cost. 

The appropriations that are sought are for the purpose of lining 
with clay a short canal about 9 or 10 miles in length. It is a rather 
inexpensive operation. Appropriations are also requested for the 
purpose of finishing the powerplant on the outlet from the dam that 
was constructed to store some waters of the Duchesne and Weber 
Rivers and from the Provo River. 

The dam and reservoir are located in Provo Canyon at a place called 
Deer Creek. 

The reason I am back is because we thought the thing was finished. 

The powerplant was originally planned to be a part of the project. 
The repayment contract contained provisions with respect to it 
The provisions were such that it could either be built by the Govern- 
ment or by the association with its own funds. 

The association is the Provo River Water Users Association, the 
agency that represents all the water users in the area. It is an in- 
between unit between the Government and the water users. 

I am personally acquainted with this entire matter because I was 
the attorney for some 14 years for this project, from the time it was 
organized until it was nearly finished. We finished everything but 
the powerplant. The penstocks are in. The potential power has 
been going to waste for years. There was a time when the associatiol 
thought that it could build the power end of it on its own resources. 
It did not have anything in the nature of real estate that was in ils 
own name. The project under the reclamation program does not 
have title in the name of the association, but it is still in the United 
States Government. 

They thought they had an opportunity to finance it themselves. 
They found it very impractical, in fact almost impossible to do so 5° 
that it would be of help to the project. So we are back here now 
asking for money which at one time was in the bill, had been approved 
by the Senate committee and was, in fact, in the printer’s hands. 
I had to get Senator Hayden out of bed one night to get it out of the 
Senate bill, because they thought they could go ahead and finan’ 
this contract themselves. 

The repayment contract contains this provision with respect |0 
power, section 38 (a), Power Development: 
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Lither the United States or the assc ciation, with the approval of the Seeretary, 
may develop the power possibilities, cn the project provided such development 


jpes not impair the yield of water from the project, nor interfere with the opera- 


‘ions thereof for the primary purpose of utilizing the developed water supply of 
the projects, irrigation, municipal, domestic, and industrial purposes, other than 


power. r F 
’ The association shall at all times have the right to use for the project purpose 
« much of the power produced as may be so required. 

h) Application of profits from power development and other operations. 

Net income from the sale of surplus power or water, being power not utilized 
for project purposes, and water other than water to which the shareholders shall 
be entitled as determined by the Secretary, shall upon collection, be remitted to 
the United States for application on construction charges due or to become due, 
without regard, unless otherwise directed by law, to any development legislation 
pertaining to such construction charges until all obligations of the association to 
the United States shall have been liquidated. After all payments have been 
made as above provided, the net power revenues shall (1) belong to the association, 
in case the association develops the power possibilities at its own expense; (2) 
disposed of as Congress shall direct, in case the power possibilities are developed 
by the United States or with funds advanced by the United States * * *. 

Mr. Evins. May I interrupt? The association has declined to 
develop the power? 

Senator Warkrins. Well, they find that they cannot. You see, in 
the beginning, Mr. Chairman, after the dams and everything were 
finished so that they could go ahead, they applied to the Secretary, 
Secretary Chapman at the time, for permission to go ahead and 
construct it themselves on their own resources, and he declined, and 
it was only after the new administration came into power a little over 
a year ago that they were given permission to go ahead with it. 

At that time the situation had changed and they were not in a posi- 
tion to finance it. Now they are back here. 

Mr. Evins. I understand that even with a new administration and 
anew Secretary, the association does not wish to proceed with the 
building of the powerplant. They want the Government to build it? 

Senator Warxins. They have run into difficulties; that is right. 

rhe title to the dam and everything is in the name of the United 
States and will be after the project is paid off. 

Mr. Evins. We are proceeding on the same common basis that the 
Government should do for the people things which they cannot do for 
themselves? 

_ Senator Watkins. That is right. Our—or rather, my own personal 
judgment was that they should have gone ahead under Mr. Chapman 
because, as I say, I understood that they wanted the United States to 
go ahead, sought the appropriation, and obtained it. It was in the 
Senate bill and I think the House would have accepted it at that time. 

Mr. Evins. Did you represent the association initially? 

Senator Warxins. Yes, I organized it. I started it from the very 
beginning and was with it for 14 years. 

Mr. Evins. Was the initial plan for the association to develop the 
power? 

Senator WaTkKINs. There was no initial plan to do it either way. 
We wanted to leave it open so that we could do it if we were able 
to do so. 

Mr. Evins. Now, after all these years, it concluded that this is a 
project that the Government should handle, for the production of 
ee and that the Government should proceed at this stage and 
“velop the power for the people’s use? 
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Senator Watkins. That is right, because you have a situation poy 
Where you would have the Government in practically better thay 
nine-tenths of the operation and would have to have some othe; 
outfit in there running the power. 

Mr. Evins. Senator, how much was requested in the budget 
originally for this purpose? 

Senator Warxkins. I cannot answer that because I have jo} 
before me the . ig that came in. 

Mr. Evins. How much are you requesting to be in this bill? 

Senator Warkins. Whatever Mr. Larsen, for the Bureau of 
Reclamation recommended here the other day. I think it is around 
$200,000. 

Mr. Dawson. I think I can answer that. 

Senator Watkins. The project, as I understand it, is in a rather 
advanced stage of construction. It is finished except for this. The 
penstocks are in. 

Mr. Evins. This is a similar situation to the Roza project? 

Mr. Jensen. Well, they have advanced further on this. I woul 
say it was similar, to some degree, except that, of course, they cannot 
buy power on the project for about 2 mills a kilowatt. You have to 
pay possibly 7 or 8? 

Senator Warxrins. It will cost above 6, I think. 

Mr. Evins. I want to state what I have said earlier, that in my 
visits to the West it has impressed me that people there need water 
and power. 

I am for those projects which develop the internal section of our 
country. 

Senator Warxrins. I am glad to hear that because you and I think 
alike on that, and I am sure that probably all the members of the 
committee do. 

Mr. JensEN. The Interior Subcommittee on Appropriations have 
not done too bad a job on appropriating money for such things. 

Senator Warxkrns. You have done well. As I say, the money had 
been put in the bill, and over on the Senate side, in this very act. 

There is another thing connected with the use of this powerplant 
that is important. That is, the dam. The Deer Creek Reservoir is 
on the Provo River. We bring water from another watershed, the 
Weber River. 

In order to get the water during the winter when it is not used for 
irrigation, to store in the dam, we had to make an arrangement with 
the Utah Power & Light which owned the powerplant above Ogden, 
Utah. They have the right under Utah law to have that water come 
to serve their powerplant. 

We said, ‘Let us take that water in the wintertime and you close 
your plant down. Let us take that water over and store it in the 
dam. We will put in this powerplant at this dam and give you back 
an equivalent in power, because we will run that water through the 
penstocks and over the wheels, and give you an exchange of power. 

They were willing to do it. 

We ought to put in this plant. We have had some bad droughts 
out there in the past 2 or 3 years, and have had to pay them for the 
water and bring it over and store it because we did not have any 
means of giving them the power in exchange. 

We will save a lot of money if we can put in these wheels and 
generators right away and go to work and produce the power. 
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We have lost, in my opinion, nearly one-quarter of a million dollars 
already. , 

We are not blaming the Government for that because, as I say, at 
one time they were all ready to give them the money. The people 
there had an idea that they could to it themselves. Mr. Chapman 
opposed them for a long time and finally, when they did get the 
approval they found that they could not do it. That is the way the 
situation stands. 

Mr. Evins. Providing some competition in the power field might 
be a good thing for the people of your area. 

Senator WaTKrns. It is a very small amount of power. It is not 
a large powerplant and it is not what we could call consistently firm 
power. There is very little firm power in it. Most of it comes at 
the time when we release the water during the summer season for 
irrigation purposes. 

Mr. Evins. If it is a small amount, Senator, is it economically 
feasible to go ahead and do the job? 

Senator Warxins. Yes, because we can more than pay it back. 
This is one project of which I think if all others failed in the United 
States, this would pay us, because we have Salt Lake and Provo and 
all the municipalities and all the farmers, in one of the richest parts of 
the United States. 

Mr. Evins. The others are not failing. 

Senator Watkins. No, but I say this is in the blue ribbon class. 
If it cannot pay you would not have any of them pay. 

Mr. Evins. Senator, you make a very convincing statement for 
marginal power production, and 1 commend you. 

Senator Watkins. This is incidental. It is only two million or 
three million dollars out of some twenty-odd-million dollars. 

The lining of the canal is the other item. That canal runs from the 
Weber River around the mountainside over into the Provo and winds 
around over the divide between the two rivers. 

I have had personal experience with this one. I was not only the 
attorney but, in fact, a manager of the project from the time it started 
until 1 came back to Congress. We were losing a lot of water through 
porous areas, through a gravel area. Water was getting away and 
we were having law suits from the farmers below. 

We hit on the scheme of hauling in clay and dumping it in the canal 
and letting the canal take it down and fill the pores of this area with 
the clay. That worked all right for many of the bad spots, but we 
did not finish the job. We tightened it up at the spots that were 
leaking the worst. And we have some more leaks occurring in other 
iy and they want to finish that job. That is a very cheap lining 
Job. 


WEBER BASIN PROJECT 


Iwant to talk about the Weber Basin project. You are acquainted 
with that. It is well under construction now. 

rhe budget as I recall, calls for $10,800,000. 

We do hope that on this project the two small powerplants which 
ire incidental to its construction and operation will be approved by the 
committee. There is little power, if and when these plants are con- 
structed, to be sold to the public. It will be used largely in pumping 
operations in connection with the project itself. 
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I think one of the private utility companies probably filed a forma 
request not to include those two powerplants in the program, but they 
are in the program and they were planned to be a part, to make }; 
feasible all the way. around and-to make it operate better. 

It would be a shame to let the power that has developed there go t) 
waste over the years when for a small additional appropriation it ep 
take care of some of the needs of the project in the pumping of water 
to make all of its features operate successfully. 

I do not know whether that is a burning issue right now with them. 
but we certainly hope that this committee will approve the request to 
have those plants included. They are in the original plans. The 
original report was approved in the Weber Basin bill by both Houses, 
the Senate on the Unanimous Consent Calendar and in the House. 
the three-fourths rule. 

Mr. JENSEN. Is there a request for funds on those powerplant 
items in the budget this year? 

Mr. Dawson. They were disapproved by the Bureau of the Budget. 
That is one of the issues coming up in regard to the partnership 
agreement. The whole appropriation was allowed with the exception 
of the two powerplants. They were disapproved by the Bureau of 
the Budget. 

Senator Warkins. I want to point out that this program was 
approved and the project was approved with the plants an essential 
part of it during the Truman administration. 


APPROVAL OF POWERPLANT ON PROVO RIVER PROJECT 


Mr. Evins. I will say that we have a press release from the Depart- 
ment of the Interior, dated April 22d, which states: 


Approval of Federal construction of a 5,000 kilowatt capacity hydroelectric 
plant at Deer Creek Dam on the Provo River reclamation project in Utah was 
announced today by Secretary of the Interior Douglas McKay. 


It goes on to say: 


On March 9, 1955, Fisher Harris, general counsel for the Provo River Eaters 
Users Association, advised the Department of the Interior of the Association’: 
decision to abandon its proposed plans for construction of the plant and requested 
that it be undertaken by the United States. 


It will be placed in the record at this time. 
(The information referred to follows:) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
INFORMATION SERVICE 


FepEerRAL ConstrucTION OF DrreR Creek, Utan, Hyproniecrric Piast 
APPROVED 


Approval of Federal construction of a 5,000-kilowatt capacity hydroelectric 
plant at Deer Creek Dam on the Provo River reclamation project in Utah was 
announced today by Secretary of the Interior Douglas McKay. Fi 

The action followed a request by the Provo River Water Users Association 
that the powerplant and associated facilities be constructed by the United States. 
The association is the local contracting entity for repayment to the Governmett 
of the cost of the Provo River reclamation project. 

The repayment contract which was signed in 1936 provided that the proposed 
powerplant could be built by either the United States or the association. Deer 
Creek Dam was completed in 1941. It included penstocks and powerhouse 
foundation but other work on the hydroelectric facilities was not undertake 
pending an agreement between the Government and the water users association. 
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On October 16, 1953, Assistant Secretary of the Interior Fred C. Aandahl notified 
the association of conditions under which the Government would be agreeable 
to the association proceeding with construction. . . 

On March 9, 1955, Fisher Harris, general counsel for the Provo River Water 
Users Association, advised the Department of the Interior of the association’s 
decision to abandon its proposed plans for construction of the plant and requested 
that it be undertaken by the United States. 

Secretary McKay approved this proposal and indicated that the Department 
of the Interior is willing to go ahead with construction as soon as funds are ap~- 
propriated by the Congress and also contingent upon a further contract with the 
water users which would provide for operation of the powerplant and the Deer 
Creek Dam by the water users’ association and that power revenues be applied 
to retirement of construction costs. 

The hykroelectric plant is estimated to pay out its estimated cost of $1,051,000 
with interest in about 17 years, as well as make up energy losses at private utility 
plants on Weber River from which water is diverted in Deer Creek Reservoir. 
The plant may also contribute as much as $4 million toward retirement of the 
irrigation costs of the project. 


Mr. Evins. It appears that the association, as the Senator indi- 
cated, has abandoned their plan, and that the Secretary has approved 
that the Government will go ahead, depending upon the appropriation. 

Senator Warxins. That is all I have to say, and I think, in spite 
of the fact that the Bureau of the Budget did not approve these two 
powerplants on the Weber River project, that they ought to be ap- 
proved. There is just as strong a reason for them being in there as 
there is for the Provo River project. 

I had a formal statement but I do not think I will file it now. I 
lived with this for so many years that I thought it would be a poor 
situation if I could not explain it. 

Mr. Evins. You made a persuasive statement, Senator. 

Mr. Dawson, do you wish to make your statement at this point? 

Mr. Dawson. Mr. Chairman, I have a prepared statement which 
I would like to leave for the record. 

Mr. Evins. The statement may be filed for the record. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


Mr. Chairman, I want to thank members of the committee for giving me this 
opportunity of appearing on behalf of the continued orderly construction of two 
reclamation projects in the state of Utah. 

These projects are the Weber Basin project and the Provo River project. 

I have been informed that the Department of Interior has requested $10.8 
million for continued construction of the Weber Basin project and that 
this amount has been approved by the Bureau of the Budget for submission to 
your committee. I strongly urge members of the committee to approve this 
appropriation. The continued orderly construction of this project is vital to 
our State and to the Nation. The water is needed today and the Nation’s 
investment in this project cannot be repaid until it is in operation 

The second request | have to make is for an appropriation of $200,000 to begin 
the installation of a 5,000 kilowatt capacity nydtoclectrie plant at Deer Creek 
Dam, a key structure of the Provo River reclamation project. The proposal to 
have the Bureau of Reclamation construct this powerplant has the approval of 
Secretary of Interior Douglas McKay but through no fault of the Department 
this approval was not forthcoming in time for the Department to request funds 
of this committee. It will therefore pe necessary for the committee to add this 
$200,000 request to the bill now before you. 

It is impossible to overemphasize the importance of this appropriation to the 
project sponsors and to the Government which is now being repaid for the cost 
of this project. It is estimated that the overall cost of the powerplant of $1,051,- 

will be repaid with interest in about 17 years and is expected to contribute as 
much as $4 million toward retirement of the irrigation costs of the ay a 

f the committee will bear with me I shall attempt to show why the immediate 
tonstruction of this powerplant is necessary if the United States is to protect its 
investment in the entire project. Construction of this project was begun in 1938 
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but due to the intervention of the war the irrigation and municipal water features 
were not completed until 1952. Meanwhile, estimated cost at the time eo». 
struction was undertaken increased from $9.9 million to $33.3 million. Thijs 
increase in cost had to be borne by the project sponsors and the repayment 
program bears heavy upon them. Nevertheless, repayments have been made op 
time and the Government has not suffered from the increased cost of the project 

At first it was felt by sponsors of the project that it would be better if they— 
rather than the Government—installed the power-generating facilities at Deo 
Creek Dam. The penstocks and spillways are part of the original project. |) 
that is needed are generators. 

This method of financing the project however became unfeasible when a series 
of seasons of short water supply occurred. In order for the project to meet its 
commitments to irrigation and municipal subscribers, it has become necessary 
for it to tap winter power water used by the Utah Power & Light Co. The power 
company under the terms of the contract is entitled to either be paid for this 
loss of generating power in cash or have its lost power replaced by the project 
sponsors. 

Without generating power at Deer Creek, the sponsors of the project have no 
choice but to pay the utility for the loss of generating power when it becomes 
necessary to take the company’s winter power water. This adds a heavy and 
unnecessary financial burden to the repayment burden already assumed. If the 
powerplant were in, however, the power company could be repaid in kind for loss 
of electricity. In addition to covering this debt, revenues from sale of electricity 
would bring in sufficient additional revenue to pay for the plant in 17 years 
and—after that period—contribute some $75,000 annually toward repayment of 
the municipal and irrigation features. 

The sponsors of this project have pledged their property to repay the Goven- 
ment. In order for the Government to protect its investment and keep faith 
with the people, this powerplant must be built. 

Funds were made available by Congress for this purpose, but approval was 
withheld while the sponsors of the project investigated other methods of financing 
it. Now, all are in agreement that this method would be to the advantage of 
the Government and to those who are pledged to repay its cost with interest. 

I strongly urge the inclusion of $200,000 in the budget in order that this power 
can be generated. 


Mr. Dawson. I would like also to comment on some of the features 
that Senator Watkins has discussed. 


WEBER BASIN PROJECT 


I appear on behalf of the two projects. The first is the one that 
Senator Watkins mentioned last, the Weber Basin project. 
The amount — by the Department, less the 2 powerhouses, 


is $10.8 million. 
this project. 

The project is moving along in good shape and I might state that 
Mr. Jensen will be particularly interested in the fact that it is being 
constructed for considerably under the amount estimated by the 
Interior Department, all the way along the line. 

All the bids are under, which is rather encouraging. 

I am not going to make a point of the two powerhouses. The 
Senator has done that, and I am willing to leave that to the committee 
My hope is that sometime we might work out an agreement there 
between the Utah Power & Light Co. and the Weber Basin people % 
to who is to build the powerhouse, but until it is done, I am willing 
to leave the matter where it is, as far as I am concerned. ; 

So much for the Weber Basin project. I think there is no dispute 
on it. It has been approved all along the line. We urge you to keep 
that in your appropriations’ measure. 


hat provides for continued orderly construction of 
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PROVO RIVER PROJECT 


As to the second project, the Provo River project, the amount which 
has been requested by the district office is $200,000 to begin the con- 
struction of this powerhouse. I might state to the committee that it 
is not in the request to the Department for the reason that the decision 
was not recommended out there soon enough for the region to get it in 
here and have the request made. 

However, the Department has now approved it, as indicated by the 
press release and Mr. E. O. Larsen, the regional director of regions, 
who appeared before your committee last week left a statement here 
in which he urged the inclusion of that amount in the budget. 

I hope that it can be included. 

The reasons for it were explained by Senator Watkins. I would 
like to add a few more statements that he did not include. This 
powerhouse will pay itself out in 17 years, with interest. It will fully 
pay for itself and then start turning funds over to help pay for the 
other features of the project as it was originally intended in the 
contract that was made with the water users. The total cost of the 
powerplant will be $1,051,000. It will be repaid over a period of 17 
years, with interest, and is then expected to pay as much as $4 million 
for the retirement of the irrigation costs of the project. 

Now, Senator Watkins has explained to you the reasons why it is 
urgent, 

The Utah Power & Light Co. owns the water rights on the Provo 
River and on the Weber River covering water which empties into the 
Deer Creek Reservoir. In order to repay them for the waters which 
go into this reservoir they are required to either get an equivalent 
amount of water from some other source or else to repay them from 
power, substitute power for power taken away, for the water of which 
they are deprived. The only way they can do that is to go ahead and 
construct this powerplant. 

As the Senator told you, the penstocks are already in. The only 
thing that would be required would be the construction of the frame- 
work for the building and putting in the generators. You could then 
immediately start producing power. The power would be sold or 
transferred to the Utah Power & Light Co. to repay it for the water 
which goes over the dam to operate the turbines. 

We have no public power out there at all in the State of Utah, with 
the exception of a few municipally owned steam generating power- 
plants, and two very small co-ops down in the southern part of the 
State which are nowhere near this project. 

I think, Mr. Chairman, that that concludes my statement unless 
you have some questions. 

Mr. Evins. Can it be understood and agreed that the power pro- 
duced will be taken by the Utah Power & Light Co. and sold, and that 
they are to accept it? 

Mr. Dawson. It will be sold at the bus bar. There are no plans for 
any transmission lines. 

Mr. Evins. But they are to take the power for the cost of the water? 

Mr. Dawson. That is right. 

_ Mr. Evins. They already have a contract to that effect. The fact 
is that they must be repaid and if the power is generated they will 
take the power. 
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Thank you, Mr. Dawson, for your fine statement. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Dawson, I am happy that you came before the 
committee and made your fine statement. 

Mr. Dawson. I want to say that we appreciate what has been done 
by the committee, with which Congressman Jensen has been aggo. 
ciated, and we are happy to appear before your committee, which has 
now assumed those functions. We hope that from time to time we 
can acquaint you with some of our pressing problems out there. 

We hope that you will take the opportunity some time of going out 
and seeing what water means to us in that part of country. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you. 

Mr. Dawson. Congressman Dixon is here and I think he wants to 
make a very short statement. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Dixon, the committee will be pleased to receive 
your testimony. 

Mr. Dixon. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I shall be very brief. | 
would like to say that I am in full accord with what Senator Watkins 
and Senator Bennett have said at this hearing, and what Representa- 
tive Dawson has said with regard to the Weber Basin and Provo 
River projects. 

WEBER BASIN PROJECT 


The Weber project is partly in my district and partly in Representa- 
tive Dawson’s district. 

I am happy to report that the management has been excellent and 
that they have received contracts for considerably less money than 
the first estimates. I think that that is unusual. 

They are saving a great deal of money and at the same time they are 
pushing the project. It is way ahead of schedule. 

This program will transform industrial, agricultural, and population 
outlook for Brigham City, Willard, Ogden, South Ogden, Roy, 
Clearfield, Kaysville, and Bountiful, which communities are directly 
dependent upon the project for any further expansion. 

For years I have followed the struggles of these various city, town, 
and county officials to secure enough water to sustain life and afford 
some growth. This project is their great hope and the reward for 
their commendable efforts. 

Because of the great defense industries at Hill Field, at Clearfield, 
at Second Street and the Ogden Arsenal, there has been a great 
influx of people. Davis County is the second fastest growing county 
and Weber is the third or fourth fastest growing county in Utah. As 
I recall it, in Weber and Davis and Box Elder Counties, before the 
depots were built, we had 19,000 gainfully employed. ‘You will be 
interested to know that these depots alone hired more than 19,(00 
people during the war and that they employ fully half that number 
now. 

The depots, the employees of the depots, and the citizens along 4 
stretch of 50 miles of the Wasatch front are destitute for water. The 
drought last summer took the water pressure out of hundreds of homes 
during certain hours, dried up lawns, destroyed crops, and subjected 
the area to serious fire hazard. 


The situation is so acute that we must push the project as rapidly 
as we can. ras 
I am happy to tell you how favorably and rapidly the project 8 
going, and I am glad to hear your encouraging comments about 1t. 
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\My thanks to you for this opportunity to appear in its behalf, as well 
as on behalf of the Deer Creek project. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Dixon. 

Mr. JENSEN. We are glad to have Mr. Dixon present. This is the 
frst time I have ever heard you testify before a committee, and I think 
you did a very nice job. 

“ Mr. Dixon. I appreciate that. Thank you. 

Mr. Jensen. I have been interested in this project for about 10 
years. I remember the first time that this project was brought to our 
attention. It was quite an undertaking for those people out there to 
obligate themselves to all this money that they had to pay back sooner 
or later, over a period of years, but they came in, and many of them 
were here and they were all united. I never saw a people more united 
on a project than were the people in the Weber project area. I am 
just happy to know that it is coming along so well, and, of course, it 
will be finished. 

Mr. Dixon. They critically need it. They have a great leader out 
there who was the secretary of the Ogden Chamber of Commerce 
when I was president. He isreally ahuman engineer. He has helped 
to unite all those towns and they are working together as a great team. 
It is their interest and their unity that is pushing the project so fast 
and getting such favorable results. That leader is Ezra Fjeldsted. 

Mr. Dawson. I want to affirm what Mr. Jensen has said about the 
people out there cooperating in repaying on the Weber Basin project. 

They have formed a conservation district out there, of course, and 
are levying assessments on all land in the area, regardless of whether 
they use water or not. It is a general assessment to help pay for this 
project, in addition, of course, to the water that is sold. 

That is something, of course, that is a little different than some 
projects, because they are actually pledging all their assets to pay for it. 


PROVO RIVER PROJECT 


On the Provo River project the record is just as good. As Senator 
Watkins testified, the original cost of the Provo project, if I recall, 
was about $9 million. Then the war came along. They were lag- 
ging in construction and Senator Watkins says that the cost went to 
$20 million. Actually it went from $9 million to $33 million on 
this project. 

The people came in and signed a new contract, pleading themselves 
to pay the $33 million, and entered into a conservancy-type contract. 
_ In addition, Salt Lake City had a metropolitan water district enter 
into a contract to pledge the credit of the city to pay for this water. 
_ So, it is not costing the Government a penny, and they are paying 
it all back and pledging their property to do it. 

Mr. Dixon. Isn’t the Deer Creek project quite largely responsible 
for the great industrial growth of Salt Lake City in recent years? 
Mr. Dawson. It is. When the United States Steel took over the 
Geneva Steel plant there, they had to rely upon the water for the 
operation of that plant. 

There was objection from Mr. Kirwan and others, who come from 
steel areas, that maybe the Government was entering into a picture 
to subsidize private industry. 

The fact of the matter is now that the steel plant gets none of that 
water. They have their own water supply and it is all going into the 





uses for which it was originally intended. That is not in the pictyy 
at all. 
Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Dawson, and thank you, Mr, Dixon 
Mr. Dawson. We appreciate your courtesy, 


Wepnespay, APRIL 27, 1955, 
Los ANGELES County DRAINAGE AREA 


CENTINELA FLOOD CONTROL PROJECT 
WITNESS 


HON. JAMES ROOSEVELT, A MEMBER IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Evins. Congressman Roosevelt, I believe you have a project 
you want to discuss with us. 

Mr. Roosgvetr. I think the committee is already somewhat 
familiar with this project. This is part of the overall Los Angeles 
County drainage area problem and this particular project which has 
to do with my district is called the Centinela flood-control project, 
It is separate except, in area, it is about the same as the other project. 
It is this part of the project [indicating on map]. 

I think you have already heard testimony on those upper things, 
and this is one that comes in there [indicating on map]. 

My interest in this thing is to explain to the committee there has 
been a very great controversy within the district as to the route that 
this channel should take; because, again, it comes into Mr. Hughes’ 
property and he is very strongly opposed to having any hazard 
created to his runway. 

Mr. Jensen. Who is Mr. Hughes? 

Mr. Roosgvett. Mr. Howard Hughes, of the Hughes Aircraft Co. 
whose plant is located right in this area. And he is strongly opposed 
to the present route selected by the Corps of Engineers and, together 
with the flood control district whose job it will be to condemn and 
make available the land, he has pointed out that he feels the present 
project is dangerous because it is an open ditch that runs right along- 
side of his runway. It has been proposed that that portion of the 
ditch be covered, but the Army engineers have pointed out that 
ewe the cost tremendously and they do not feel it is necessary to 

O it. 

An alternative program which Mr. Hughes favors goes up over 
there to the north and cuts through the heart of a new residential 
area, and all the residents of the area, naturally, are up in arms because 
it would affect all of their property values, which were very recently 
acquired. The second thing is it would create a hazard to have al 
open ditch go right through an area where there is a large population 
of young children. 

Mr. Hughes, under an agreement with the Army engineers aud 
the county flood control district, is now spending a very large amount 
of money on his own private survey to try to counteract the Amy 
engineers’ survey. 
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The project is badly needed and I brought over just some of the 
letters that have come in to me regarding the flood conditions that 
resulted in this past year and the damage that has occurred and, inci- 
dentally, it does have a very serious effect on the production of the 
Hughes Aircraft Co., because a great many people cannot get to work 
during the floodtime. I think that testimony is already in. 

Now the Army engineers are asking for additional funds for planning 
this vear, I believe, in the amount of $180,000. I feel very strongly 
that | would like to suggest there is a possibility, I think, that the 
county would be willing to advance the funds to cover that portion 
of the drainage ditch that goes adjacent to the Hughes’ property and 
perhaps it would be well to let some time go by before we appropriate 
anv more money which would preclude this final negotiation being 
considered and wound up. And my own personal feeling is, while I 
know the urgency of it, that simply to put more money on the planning 
hook when, in my opinion, it cannot be used until such time as this 
decision is finally made as to where the route is to be, is just giving the 
Corps of Engineers more money perhaps to use as a pressure which is 
unfair. I am afraid it might result, because of the pressure of the 
Hughes people, in the Army engineers finally giving up because they 
had planning money and would feel they were under obligation to 
you to proceed with the project, and they might offer at last to go 
up through the other area. 

I have been told they are using as an argument that the city is 
going to build a road down to where the residential area is, a sort of 
freeway down into the same harbor area we have been discussing. I 
have examined into that very carefully and that can happen some 
time, but it is a very far distant thing and one that is surrounded by 
all kinds of ifs, ands, and buts and would delay it until the people of 
the area would suffer a continued serious loss of millions of dollars, 
and loss of life. 

So I would like to suggest that the committee examine very care- 
fully the need for additional funds by the Corps of Engineers until 
such time as this final routing is decided. I believe if you will wait 
for this decision, perhaps you will find next year that we will come 
back with an agreement by all parties, with the county taking over 
the covering of that area and eliminating, I think, a wrong decision to 
go up through the residential area. So I respectfully request that you 
examine that particular appropriation. I would be glad to have it 
withdrawn for this year, if it can be done without prejudice to the 
project for next year. I do not know, frankly, about the working 
in this committee, if we took this out, had it withdrawn, for this year 
under these circumstances, whether it will jeopardize the completion 
of the project next year. I hope it would not and, if it would not, 
then I would like to suggest that it would be proper to save th 
appropriation this year. 

Mr. Evins. The Corps of Engineers is proposing to build the drain- 
age ditch along the main boulevard and leave it open? 

Mr. Roosevetr. Right on the side of it; yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins. This map shows Jefferson Boulevard, a thoroughfare, 
with the proposed drainage ditch along either side of the boulevard 


and crossing one side of the boulevard, and they propose to leave the 
drainage ditch open? 
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Mr. Roosrvett. That is correct, and the runway is right on the 
lower side. The Hughes’ property is on the south side of the 
boulevard. 

Mr. Evins. Then it would not only be unsightly, but would be 
hazardous? 

Mr. Roosrvett. In my opinion, it would. I think it should be 
covered in that area. It is hazardous without covering it. Roughly, 
it is a little more than half a mile and I think it should be covered. © 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Evins. This is all in your district, is it not? 

Mr. Roosrve tt. It is all in my district. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you for your testimony and your very fine and 
able presentation. 


Turspay, May 3, 1955. 


Cotumpra River Bar Prosecr 


WITNESSES 


HON. WALTER NORBLAD, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF OREGON 

HON. RUSSELL V. MACK, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF OREGON 

ARTHUR D. FARMER, GENERAL MANAGER, PORTLAND CHAMBER 
OF COMMERCE 

RALPH B. DEWEY, PACIFIC AMERICAN STEAMSHIP CoO. 

ROBERT F. DONOGHUE, PACIFIC AMERICAN TANKSHIP ASSOCIA. 
TION 


Mr. Evins. The western section of the Appropriations Subcon- 
mittee will hear this morning a number of our colleagues, Members 
of Congress, and witnesses that have come here from elsewhere on 
projects on the west coast. First, we are going to hear our colleague, 
Mr. Walter Norblad. We will be very pleased to hear Mr. Norblad, 
a very fine Congressman and an able representative. 

Mr. Norsxap. On behalf of both myself and the several witnesses 
here today to testify on the Columbia River bar project, I wish to 
express our appreciation for the opportunity to present our case. 

I wish to make a very brief opening statement and then present 
those from the shipping industry who can go into more detail regard: 
ing this very urgently needed appropriation. 

First, let me say that the Columbia River is 1 of the 4 major ports 
on the Pacific coast—the others being the harbors of Los Angeles, 
San Francisco, and Seattle-Tacoma. 

Presently, we have a 40-foot bar there but the need is for a 48-foot 
bar for several reasons. 

A 40-foot bar may on the face of it seem adequate until it is realized 
that the mouth of the Columbia has a peculiar situation unto itself 
wherein, because of weather and large ground swells, there is a very 
high rise and fall in the water level. Accordingly, the 40-foot figure 
is one which would obtain in periods of maximum good weather and 
calm but means little when these swells are prevalent or there is bad 
weather. The depth of the bar at such times is way below the 4(-foot 
level and the 48-foot bar is needed to compensate for this factor. 
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Several groundings have occurred in recent gy and presently 
larger ships either enter the river only erie ly loaded or stand 
outside awaiting good weather conditions before entering. 

A 40-foot bar was adequate 30 years ago but because of the increase 
in the size of present ships that is no longer the case. In 1925, the 
average net tonnage of ships entering the river was 2,400 tons and 
it is now over 4,500 tons, an increase of 85 percent. 

Thirty years ago, 70 ships of a draft of 28 feet or more entered 
the Columbia while currently more than 800 ships 28-foot draft or 
more are entering the river. Our bar pilots who are in a position to 
know say that passage for ships of 28 or more foot draft is very 
hazardous particularly if the weather is stormy. 

These are some of the principal reasons for the current project. 

I will now present others who will elaborate on our urgent need for 
this project. 

Mr. Evins. The committee will be glad to hear Mr. Mack who has 
been before this committee before and has expressed great interest in 
this project. 

Mr. Macx. When I was here the other day, Mr. Chairman, I spoke 
about an emergency project in the Pacific Northwest and said I 
would be back with a group of witnesses later to discuss this Columbia 
project. This project, an $8,500,000 one, was authorized by the last 
session of the Congress. This came about as the result of bills intro- 
duced by Mr. Angell and myself proposing this project. It was ap- 
proved by the Army engineers, by the Budget Bureau, and by the 
Congress of the United States and thereby authorized. 

The Columbia River bar carries the second largest amount of 
traffic of any port on the Pacific coast, only being exceeded by Los 
Angeles Harbor. Traffic on this river includes the importation of 
raw materials for the aluminum plants—alumina—a very bulky 
project, supplies for the pulp and paper mills. Exports include 
a great deal of the cargo lumber shipments of both the States of 
Oregon and Washington, a great deal of pulp and paper, pig aluminum 
and, in recent years, there has been a tremendous cargo grain busi- 
ness developed because the river route provides a down grade from 
eastern Washington and Idaho into Portland, Vancouver, and Long- 
view. On the Oregon side the project will serve such port cities as 
Astoria and Portland and a number of lesser ports. On the Wash- 
ington side of the river it will serve the major ports of Longview and 
ee and also a group of smaller ones such as Kalama and 

waco. 

I join with our colleague, Mr. Norblad, in urging that some kind of 
a start be made on this project this year in the hope that it will be 
completed in the next 2 or 3 years. 

That is all I have to say. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Mack, and also Mr. Norblad. 

Mr. Norsiap. I would like to present Mr. Arthur Farmer, the man- 
ager of the Portland Chamber of Commerce. 

Mr. Evins. We will be pleased to hear from Mr. Farmer. 

Mr. Farmer. Gentlemen, today I represent the port of Portland, 
the port of Longview, and the port of Astoria, and the chambers of 
commerce of those cities. Those people have had representatives to 
orm a committee because of the critical condition at the mouth of the 
Columbia River. 
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Our commerce started in 1850 with one cargo going to Hong Kop 
and one going to England in the same year and grew to considerable 
size. In the 1880’s it appeared that the Columbia River which at that 
time had three 21-foot channels coming in had to be stabilized if eon. 
merce was to be saved. So, by successive acts of Congress a 7-mile 
jetty was put out to the south of the river and a 2-mile jetty on the 
north of the river leaving a funnel of 2 miles. We had a 48-foo} 
channel. Now, experience has shown that that channel has sloughed 
away—200 feet at the base; 20 feet at the top. It sloughed away and 
has been repaired, with a total expenditure of $22 million. 

The south sands have been shifting into the river. Whereas you 
had 48 feet right up the center of the channel, now you have 40 and 
it is getting shallower. Against the north jetty, you have 70 feet: 
right inside the bar you have 70 feet. Out at the ocean you have 
plenty, so you have a bottleneck there at one point. 

At the turn of the century a million tons developed. Now, last year 
9 million tons developed. Ships are getting deeper, heavier draft, 
deeper draft. Ten years ago, we had 150 ships with over 28-foot 
draft. In 1950, we had 800 ships. Last year, a few more over 30-foot 
draft. 

Now, the seas come in there pounding 25-foot waves, maximum 30- 
foot. There is only one place I know of that can do that. It is 
coming into the Columbia River. The sound is open, the bay is open; 
but here this heavy tonnage port, second on the Pacific coast, unfor- 
tunately has these heavy pounding waves and they are not stopping. 
The waves continue. Ten days we had 20-foot waves. Shipping 
stopped, at sea or in the river, with consequent rather heavy loss. 

The effect has been this: either you stay outside the bar or in the 
river. You load your ships light, and we are doing this now, at port 
where the 10 billion feet of lumber originates, heavy cargo such as 
grain, and about 5—TI should say 5 million tons of oil coming in. 

So our problem is at a time when our traffic is at its heaviest and 
growing heavier. The engineers estimate for the next few years it 
will be 12 million tons a year. Our channel is getting shallower and 
it is paying—the Congress has spent in that area a total of $45 mil- 
lion. Transportation savings each year are $15 million, a 33-percent 
return. I think your average request insisted upon is probably 4 per- 
cent. You are getting your money back on that channel, all the money 
you spend there, every third year. Now, we need a total of $81 mil- 
lion. But this year there has been nothing recommended. We do not 
know why, whether it was omission, whether it was change of Con- 
gressmen in the Third District, our district, or our fault, whether it 
was omission of the Bureau of the Budget, but while these waves are 
pounding now and we are loading light, and we are losing ships and 
we are paying heavily for damages to ships, because there is a squat, 
3 feet, on top of your 30-foot loading; when you get a 20-foot sea 
you cannot go in but they go on a 10- or 15-foot sea and there have been 
stern frames broken; there have been rudders lost. Only one ship has 
been lost in the past few years, totally lost and swept to sea. Small 
boats have been lost and lives lost, of course. 

Now we want to say that at a very low cost it can be stopped. It 
must be done. It has to be done. The question is timing. This proy 
ect has been approved all the way down the line. District engineel’, 
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division engineer, chief, by committees of Congress, by the States of 
Oregon and Washington and the Interior Department and everyone, 
It comes to the point now: Can the Government afford to spend it or 
can aflord not to spend it. You own half of it. You are the board 
of directors for half the State. You own 53 percent of it. You are 
taking $75 million out of our forests this year that goes into the Fed- 
eral Treasury. Aside from the tax loss of that $53 million we could 
maintain our own channel if you give us permission to. 

Of course, it is probably ridiculous to ask, but if you give us our 
money from our own industries we will maintain our own channel, 
but barring that we ask you this year to correct the omission made by 
someone, Whether in the Engineer Corps or in the Bureau of the 
Budget—we know it is unusual; we know it is not done; we know also 
that lives are going to be lost and damage done there unless this is 
going to be done and we have only until October to do the dredging 
that we can do this year. We hope for the heavy money next year, 
but we hope that sincerely that you will appropriate a little under $1 
million, probably $900,000 which will permit heavy dredging next 
year. 

* Thank you very much. 

Mr. Evins. Your prepared statement will be received as though 
read. 

Mr. Farmer. Thank you, sir. 

I represent here that organization and the port of Portland, port 
of Vancouver, Vancouver Chamber of Commerce, port of Longview, 
the Longview Chamber of Commerce, port of Astoria, and Astoria 
Chamber of Commerce. 

Those public and private organizations have formed a committee 
to concern themselves with the deterioration of shipping conditions 
at the mouth of the Columbia River. 

The first record of the condition of the river at the mouth of the 
Columbia River was the sounding chart made by Captain Vancouver 
in 1792, The Vancouver chart shows three shifting channels lead- 
ing from the estuary of the Columbia River into the open sea. These 
had a controlling depth of 21 feet. The intermittent ship traffic car- 
ried on up to 1850 obviously suffered severe navigation conditions, 
particularly since that channel shifted location after each storm 
season. 

Shipping started in earnest from the Columbia River in 1850 when 
a cargo of lumber was shipped to Hong Kong and a cargo of grain to 
the British Isles in the same year. 

This was immediately after the United States definitely acquired 
ownership of the Northwest Pacific area south of the 49th parallel. 

Shipping increased until it became necessary that the river entrance 
and the channel upriver be improved to accommodate ships of grow- 
ing size. 

Your predecessors in Congress ordered a survey in the 1880's: 
the survey resulted in the first construction of the south jetty. The 
river entrance had become sufficiently stabilized to permit almost 
1 million tons of cargo in and out of the Columbia by the turn of the 
century. 

_ The jetty construction was completed in 1918 with a 7-mile south 
Jetty, a 2-mile north jetty, and a aad in the entrance area 48 feet 
of depth. Subsequently, the channel of Portland was deepened to 
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35 feet and cargo traffic has grown to 9 million tons in the pag 
ke with 3,000 ships coming in and out of the mouth of the Columbia 
iver. 

In the next 10 years, average annual cargo predicted is roughly 12 
million tons. 

Ten years ago not more than 150 ships came into the Columbia 
River that would draw over 28 feet ; 5 years ago 800 were drawing over 
28 feet. The trend, of course, is for deeper draught vessels. The 
oe project depth now is 40 feet of depth over one-half mile of 
width. 

A survey has been ordered by the Public Works Committee of Con- 
gress. That survey determined the project inadequate and its jp- 
adequacy was attested by the district engineer of the Corps of Engi- 
neers, also the division engineer, Chief of Engineers, the Board of 
Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, the States of Washington and 
Oregon officially, the House of Representatives, and the Senate of the 
United States. 

A new project authorized called for 48 feet of depth over a half 
mile of width running through the bar and 3 miles into the estuary, 
The project calls for a bit less than $3 million for dredging, and a 
bit more than $5 million for a jetty projecting from an inshore point 
on the Washington shore toward the channel to direct the flow toward 
the end that encroaching sands of Clatsop Spit would be carried 
away and deposited at sea. 

All of the above agencies mentioned have agreed that the 48-foot 
half-mile project is desirable. It has been authorized by Congress. 

Somewhere along the line, either in the Office of the Corps of Engi- 
neers of the Bureau of the Budget, there has been failure to recom- 
mend funds for this sorely needed project. Those funds are not in 
the budget you are considering. They are in part needed this year; 
$900,000 is the amount sought. 

In the period October to April, the violent North Pacific pounds 
against the Columbia River entrance; waves of 20-foot height were 
visited upon the area 10 days ago; 30-foot waves in the wintertime are 
maximum. 

Early work is needed for the following reasons: 

First, today, it is necessary to load ships at less than capacity— 
this is an economic waste which can be avoided. 

Second, ships must delay arrival or departure when a heavy sea is 
breaking into Columbia River; thus additional losses are piled up 
against the ship operators. 

Third, ships must pay for repairs due to groundings because tail 
shafts are cracked, rudders are broken due to an inadequate depth at 
the mouth of the Columbia River. 

Fourth, ships must inevitably pay higher insurance rates as these 
marine losses pile up. Fortunately, there has been only one ship lost 
completely in the last few years. Of course that loss is reflected in 
insurance rates on all shipping in the area. Paying for these losses 
eventually are the people who are concerned with the shipping and 
receiving of cargoes carried by these vessels. 

There are roughly 5 million people in the 4 Pacific Northwest States. 
Of that number 3.2 million are served by the 13 Columbia River ports 
lying between Astoria and Portland. Their whole economy is hinged 
to Columbia River transportation. Delay in pursuing the new pro)- 
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ect to early completion is retarding the economic growth of the area 
and adversely affects the welfare of those 3.2 million people. 

This Columbia River improvement has proved a tremendously good 
investment on the part of the Congress. You have spent approxi- 
mately $22 million on jetties, $11 million for maintenance over the 
entire period from 1882 on. You have spent some $45 million on the 
entire river. ‘The $45 million investment annually gives you a 3314- 
percent return in the form of transportation savings, and because the 
mouth of the river is the key to these savings, we locally claim the 
improvements would pay a substantially higher ratio of return than 
estimated by the Corps of Engineers. We claim since the entrance is 
the key to all shipping on the Columbia River there will be a 3314- 
percent return on anything invested at the Columbia River mouth. 

Somewhere there has been some wrong thinking about this project. 
It has been authorized, the expenditure for its construction is ad- 
mitted as desirable. 

At a time: when the economy of the United States is at its highest, 
when traffic on the Columbia River is growing, when the demand for 
lumber from the area is likely to be the heaviest in history, due to the 
heavy construction program of this Nation today, we are told that 
for some unknown reason funds are not recommended. Whether this 
isan error or Omission on the part of the Bureau of the Budget or the 
Corps of Engineers, we do not know. We do ask that the appropria- 
tion be made by this committee in order that maximum dredging may 
be done before October when the storms start. 

Delay means further loss. Whereas only one ship has been lost, 
whereas light loading has been necessary and delays have been com- 
mon, these should not be visited upon the seventh export port of the 
United States any longer than is necessary. 

Certainly it is not necessary to delay this project due to inadequate 
funds. Congress acts as a board of directors controlling more than 
50 percent of the State of Oregon. You are our biggest landowner 
and business institution. This year 10 billion board-feet of lumber 
will be taken out of our area and a major part of the timberland is 
owned by the Federal Government. That timber will return to the 
Federal Treasury some $75 million this year. 

There is a $114 billion agriculture and livestock industry in the 
area served by the Columbia River and in States owned 50 percent 
or more by the Federal Government. I say to you that these lands 
are sources of revenue for the Federal Government and revenues lost 
to the State of Oregon. Of course, it is clear that the taxes lost to 
the State of Oregon on the 53 percent of the State area owned by the 
Federal Government is in itself a substantial figure. 

Oregon should be the last State in the Union that should be coming 
back here pleading for the appropriation of funds for the improvement 
of the Columbia River. We urge that the Congress either come for- 
ward promptly with our money for improvement of the Columbia 
River, . let us have the revenue from our lands and let us improve 
lt ourselves, 

Mr. Norsuap. Mr. Ralph Dewey of the Pacific American Steamship 
Association. 

Mr. Dewey. Mr. Chairman, my name is Ralph B. Dewey. I rep- 
resent the Pacific American Steamship Association whose headquar- 
ters are in San Francisco, Calif., and whose member steamship lines 
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operate in all the ports of the Pacific coast. We have a very extensiye 
interest in the welfare of the ports on the Columbia River. I would 
like to file my statement for the record and highlight several points 
that are contained therein, primarily addressing myself to the nayi. 
gational aspects of this project. 

Of course, we are all aware that the Bureau of the Budget saw fit not 
to include any funds for this project this year. I have not checked 
with the Department of Engineers to find what exact amount would 
be required to get the basic work underway this year but others have 
that information in these proceedings and will furnish it for the 
record, 

For my part, for the part of the member steamship lines that use 
the Columbia River so extensively primarily in the carriage of lumber 
and grain to the sealanes of the world, for our part, we say that it 
should be started at the very earliest opportunity. There are some 
40 steamship lines that use the Columbia River. About 30 of these 
lines are dry cargo and about 10 of them are tanker. In 1925, only 
2 percent of all vessels crossing the bar at Columbia River had drafts 
exceeding 28 feet. In other words, 1925, a 40-foot depth was ade. 
quate because all the vessels were under 28-feet draft. In 1950, the 
latest statistical information available to me, 27 percent of all vessels 
had over 29 féet of draft, you see. 

Now, the meaning of this is simply that a 40-foot channel with ships 
having, so many of them, 29 to 35 feet of draft, a 40-foot channel is 
not adequate when you have a sea that runs at its highest point 15 
feet, where we have waves that run as high as 15 feet because the 
vessels that drop from 15 feet high water have a tendency to sound, 
which is a phrase which describes the striking of the bottom. 

Since 1950, there have been six disasters in the immediate area of 
the channel of the Columbia, mouth of the Columbia River, all of 
which occurred because of the sounding of vessels, the striking of 
the bottom in these 15-foot and higher seas. A previous witness men- 
tioned 20 feet 10 days ago; 15 feet is not unusual; 20 feet is not 
unusual. The losses sustained by 1 vessel alone or 1 cargo in 1 vessel 
would more than pay for the initial dredging being asked for by the 
engineers in this project. 

Even short of this, however, incapacitation of vessels due to even 
the slightest grounding can mean serious losses to their owners. In 
other words, a number of directions in which losses or damage to 
equipment, losses in the movement of cargoes, all of which have a— 
which place a financial burden on various parties of interest to any 
maritime transaction. I can’t emphasize too strongly to the members 
of this committee the importance of inserting, in your good judgment, 
in the budget an amount sufficient to begin the dredging of the Co- 
lumbia River Channel to at least 48 feet and that commencing work 
which will provide ultimately a channel at least a half mile wide 
which are the specifications of the present legislation. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Dewey, knowing the situation as you do and being 
familiar with it, and being an advocate of these matters, how much 
would you state in your judgment would be necessary to initiate this 
project, to get it underway ? 

Mr. Dewey. The figure of $1 million was given to me about 3 weeks 
ago, Mr. Chairman. It is in that order of $1 million. 
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Mr. Evins. How far would this dredging of necessity have to ex- 
tend, how many miles, approximately ¢ 

Mr. Dewey. The projected channel crosses the ocean bar and ex- 
tends into the river mouth for a distance of 3 miles from the seaward 
end of the jetties, of the entrance. From the seaward end into the 
river itself a distance of 3 miles. In Document No. 294 published by 
the Congress, the engineers report, it is shown to be about 3 miles. 

Lam infor med-—I would like to amend the previous remarks about 
the distance involved. ‘The project involves a distance of 3 miles up- 
river from the channel bar and 3 miles seaward of the a unnel bar, 
a total of 6 miles. 

_Mr. Hanp. Give me some light on how normal or abnormal these 

eas are that you speak of, these 15- or 20-foot seas. Is that frequent, 
is it an unusual condition. a storm condition, o hie frequently do 
they occur ¢ 

Mr. Dewey. First, to answer your questions one way, the masters 
of the vessels that I have talked to have told me that entering the 
Columbia River is one of the most hazardous entrances that “they 
know of, men with 30 and 40 years’ experienc e at sea have said that 
and that the rise and fall of the water, of the sea, at the mouth of 
the Columbia River is the highest. That is the reason for the risk 
that they speak of. 

Now, the Columbia River, the 15-foot sea, during a normal season, 
occurs sufficiently often to cause for the roughly 130 or 140 vessels 
that are in our association only—we made this study a year ago—our 
own vessels only lost 40 days, vessel days, that is 24-hour vessel- days 
asa result of being forced to lay to either on the river side or the ocean 
side of the Columbia River Bar during a recent winter. 

Mr. Hanp. As far as you are concerned the study that your group 
of vessel owners would make indicates approximately 40 days in 
which the sea was running so high that it was hazardous to go into 
the channel ? 

Mr. Dewry. That would be, to say exactly, there were 46 vessel-days 
but there may have been 2 vessels sti anding by in other days. There 
may have been other 15-foot days when there were no vessels crossing 
so that the loss of 40 vessel- days to which I refer is the number of 
days that the sea was running 15 ‘feet. 

Mr. Hanp. Any official reports available which would indicate more 
precisely the situation there with respect to unusually heavy sea 

Mr. Dewry. The engineers’ report deals with that matter in ak 
more detail, Mr. Hand. 

Mr. HAnp. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Norpuap. I might ‘add that I have lived in the mouth of the Co- 
lumbia River all my ‘life and during the fall and winter and spring 
it is very common. ‘Insummer, the weather is fairly nice. 

(Mr. ‘Dewey’s statement is as follows :) 

My name is Ralph B. Dewey. I represent Pac .F: American Steamship As- 
sociation whose headquarters are in San Francisco, Calif. Our member steam- 
ship lines comprise the majority of all deepwater dry cargo operators on the 
Pacific coast; and all of our companies make some use of the Columbia River 
ports. We are, therefore, keenly interested in navigational improvements at 
the mouth of the Columbia River. 

Our association is in accord with the general recommendations contained in 


report of the district engineers at Portland, submitted October 1, 1952. The di- 
Vision engineers at Portiand, endorsement of December 12, 1952, and the Board 
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of Engineers in Washington, submitted June 15, 1953, all included in House 
Document No. 249, 83d Congress. 

The district engineers found: 

“* * * that deepening of the bar and entrance channels at the mouth of (». 
lumbia River is essential to safe navigation by deep-draft ships. Furthermore 
savings and benefits are sufficient to justify deepening the navigation channel 
to 48 feet at mean lower low water. He, therefore, recommends that the exist. 
ing project for Columbia River at the mouth, Oregon and Washington, be modj. 
fied to provide for channels 48 feet deep, at mean lower low water, and not less 
than one-half mile wide across the bar and in the entrance at an estimated cogt 
of $2,898,000 for new work and $240,000 annually for additional maintenance” 

The division engineers recommend : 

“* * * that the existing project for Columbia River at the mouth, Oregon and 
Washington, be modified to provide a channel of suitable alinement with a depth 
of 48 feet at mean lower low water over a width of not less than one-half mile at 
an estimated first cost of not to exceed $8,555,000, to be secured initially py 
dredging at an estimated first cost of $2,898,000 plus $240,000 annually for ad- 
ditional maintenance and that spur jetty or such other contraction works at a 
first cost of not to exceed $5,657,000 be provided at a future date as may be 
found necessary and economically justifiable by the Chief of Engineers.” 

The Board of Engineers recommends: 

“* * * modifications of the existing projects for Columbia River at the mouth, 
Oregon and Washington, to provide for a channel of suitable alinement with 
depth of 48 feet at mean lower low water for a width of one-half mile, to be 
secured by dredging and the construction of a spur jetty on the north shore at 
an estimated cost to the United States of $8,555,000 for new work and $195,000 
annually for maintenance in addition to that now required; all generally in 
accordance with the plans of the district engineer, as modified by the above 
comments, and with such modifications thereof as in the discretion of the Chief 
of Engineers may be advisable.” 

All these reports agree that the bar and entrance channels should be dredged 
to 48 feet at low water for a width of one-half mile, on present alinement. They 
differ slightly on the technical matter of whether to dredge to 48 feet, $2,989,000, 
and to build the proposed jetty, $5,657,000, simultaneously, or whether to do the 
dredging first and later, after observations of scouring which may be caused 
by a change in the currents when the greater channel depth is provided, ask for 
appropriations to build the jetty. 

Our comments in these proceedings are confined to an explanation of our 
essential needs, as vessel operators of a 48-foot channel, one-half mile wide. 
How it is arrived at is a technical matter which the Army engineers and the 
Members of Congress are eminently qualified to judge. 

Bounteous resources afford large surpluses which move to market in large 
part by water routes. The district engineers’ report spells out in great detail 
the resources of the area tributary to the Columbia River. These resources all 
combine to produce a volume of essential goods far in excess of the needs of the 
local area. Deepwater transportation down the Columbia to the sealanes of the 
United States and the world has always been and will continue to be the prit- 
cipal avenue for the marketing of this bounteous surplus of lumber and forest 
products, grains of all kinds, fresh and canned fruits and vegetables, canned 
and frozen fish, livestock, wool, meats, and paper products. Two aluminum con- 
panies are located adjacent to deep water on the lower Columbia River and have 
in prospect the inbound movement of ores. 

Both the foreign exportation of the area’s products, as well as water ship- 
ments to other United States areas, has increased 300 percent since 1905. In 
1905 there were 345 foreign exports and 800,000 domestic shipments, while i0 
1950 there were 1,332,000 foreign exports and 1,319,000 domestic shipments. 
Foreign imports have remained fairly constant over the period, while domestic 
inbound shipments have increased 330 percent. In 1905 foreign imports amounted 
to 107,000 and domestic receipts were 195,000. In 1950 the foreign imports were 
108,000 and domestic receipts were 6,455,000. 

Total commerce up and down the Columbia has averaged 10 million tons for 
the past 3 years. The engineers estimate an average of 14 million tons of carg0 
will move annually over the next 10 years. : f 

The mouth of the Columbia River is the only access steamship companies have 
to a vast tributary area covering 300,000 square miles in the 4 States of the 
Pacific Northwest. Commencing at the river mouth, Columbia River ports are 
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1 in number. They are Warrenton, Oreg.; Astoria, Oreg.; Bradwood, Oreg. ; 
Wauna, Oreg.; Westport Slough, Oreg.; Longview, Wash.; Rainier, Oreg.; 
Kalama, Wash.; St. Helens, Oreg.; Multnomah Channel, Oreg.; Portland, Oreg. ; 
Vancouver, Wash. 

Extensive steamship services make use of Columbia River ports. Some 40 
shiplines offer service to and from Columbia River ports. Thirty of these are 
dry-cargo operators, the balance tanker. Dry-cargo vessels carry about 40 per- 
cent of the total tonnage, principally grain, 1,500,000 tons per year, lumber, 
9 million tons per year, general merchandise outbound, 750,000 tons per year, and 
general cargo inbound, 250,000 tons per year. 

Larger vessels make 40-foot depth inadequate. In 1925, only 2 percent of all 
vessels crossing the bar had drafts exceeding 28 feet. In 1950, 27 percent of 
all vessels had 28 or more of draft. Furthermore, the average size of the vessels 
has doubled in the same period. The increased size is most conspicuous in 
tankships, many of which draw 33 feet when loaded. 

In quiet waters, a 40-foot draft would be ample to permit passage of our 
modern merchant vessels. But at the Columbia River Bar, the water is far 
from quiet. When storm waves are running, vessels have struck bottom in 
water which exceeds their draft by 15 feet or more. Under such wave condi- 
tions, any ship having over 25 feet of draft or more runs the risk of striking 
bottom on crossing the bar. To avoid this risk, masters of vessels either 
cruise or lay at anchor outside the bar or else they purposely delay their arrivals 
at the channel mouth to avoid the agony of “laying to” until the waves subside. 
The district engineers state in their report that in the winter of 1948—49, 
nearly 40 vessel-days were lost due to known delays at the bar, at a cost to 
vessel owners of $88,000. In the winter of 1951-52, our own member lines alone 
experienced 15 specific delays ranging from a few hours to 2% days. No esti- 
mate of the cost of the deliberate slowing up of vessels is made, but the exper- 
ence, at least of our own association, indicates that in an average year it is 
about equal to the direct delays, 

A further hazard to navigation at the Columbia River Bar is the advance of a 
large sandbar known as Clatsop Spit from the southwest into the channel 
entrance. This has resulted in a crowding of the chanel northward, thereby 
increasing the angle of intersection of the two entrance range lights so that 
it difficult and risky for ships to make the turn at the proper place in the 
channel. Furthermore, ships tend to stay well to the northern side of the 
chanel where it is sure to be deeper. That is not without its own risks, however, 
as this puts the vessel dangerously close to the weather shore during the winter 
storms. 

It is obvious why the ship operator urges immediate action by the Congress 
to finance the dredging and realinement of the channel at the mouth of the 
Columbia River. 

Seven groundings since 1947 at channel mouth—one total loss. Stark evidence 
of the need for chanel improvements are the seven recent groundings reported 
by the Coast Guard, six of which have occurred since 1950. 

All of the disasters occurred because of “sounding” of the vessels that is, 
the dropping as much as 15 feet, of the vessel from the peak of a wave to the 
lowermost point of its trough; at least 4 of the “soundings” occurred in depths 
sreater than 40 feet. 

One of the disasters, the Drevel Victory, grounded on January 20, 1947, and 
shortly thereafter broke in two, drifted to sea, and sank. A cargo valued at 
$244 million and a vessel valued at $1,200,000 were a total loss. Fortunately no 
‘Trew members were lost. 

The losses sustained by this one vessel and cargo alone would more than pay 
for the initial dredging being asked for by the engineers for this project. It 
cannot be too greatly emphasized that a grounding in heavy weather at the 
channel mouth could very easily set the stage for a catastrophic loss of crew 
personnel, vessel, and cargo. Even short of this, however, repair costs and 
incapacitation of vessels due to even a slight grounding of a vessel can mean 
serious losses to their owners. 

Marine underwriters have long recognized the hazards to navigation attendant 
upon crossing the Columbia River Bar. At one time, restrictive warranties were 
added to policies on ships and cargoes using the Columbia River. If something 
‘sot done to reduce the present hazardous situation, the underwriters might 
be forced to reinstate such warranties. This would be a serious setback for 
the ports of the Columbia River in their quest for competitive cargoes. 
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In summarizing, I wish to emphasize that the support of all ship lines Which 
make use of the Columbia River is 100 percent for this project, Any furtho, 
delay will be costly, not only to us but to the ports and shippers we serve. Even 
if this committee acted today, and the Appropriations Committee acted next 
week, it would take 3 years before dredging activities could be completed 
and the channel could be declared safe for navigation. We are convinced that 
the Federal funds expended for this project will more than be repaid in safety 
for ship and crew, peace of mind for shipmasters and pilots, and direct monetary 
savings for ship operators. In our view, a continuation of the presently criticea)y 
dangerous conditions at the Columbia River Bar is unthinkable. 

Mr. Norsiap. Next I would like to present Mr. Robert F. Donoghye 
of the Pacific American Tankship Association. 

Mr. Donocuur. I am Robert F. Donoghue, a member of the firm of 
Donoghue & Ragan, attorneys with offices in the Wyatt Building, 
Washington, D. C. I am appearing in connection with the project 
for deepening the channel at the mouth of the Columbia River oy 
behalf of the Pacific American Tankship Association which is cow. 
posed of the following companies, located on the Pacific coast of the 
United States, owning and operating tankships. General Petroleun 
Corp., Hilleone Steamship Co., Keystone Shipping Co., Richfield (i 
Corp., Standard Oil Company of California, The Texas Co., Tid- 
water Associated Oil Co., Union Oil Company of California. 

The modification of the existing Federal project to deepen the chan- 
nel at the mouth of the Columbia River to a depth of 48 feet, as ex- 
plained in House Document No. 249, 83d Congress, at an estimated 
cost of $8,555,000 was authorized by Congress in Public Law 780, 83d 
Congress, 2d session. The projected channel crosses the ocean bar 
and extends into the river mouth for a distance of 3 miles from the 
seaward end of the north and south jetties at the entrance. 

For many years our members have been concerned about the ditl- 
culties and dangers attendant upon the passage of tank vessels through 
the entrance at the mouth of the Columbia River. That their con- 
cern is justified is indicated by the fact that in 1950, as reported by 
the Army engineers in House Document No. 249, 83d Congress, 2d 
session, page 24, movement of petroleum products through the mouth 
of the Columbia River amounted to approximately 6 million tons, 
almost all of which was inbound, and constituted almost 60 percent of 
the total cargo movement through the entrance. The growth in popt- 
lation and commercial activities in this area has been rapid and ex- 
tensive and is indicated by the increase in the movement of petroleum 
products from 3 million tons in 1940 to almost 6 million tons in 195). 
The bulk of these petroleum products moves in tank vessels. 

The increasing consumption of petroleum in this area has resulted 
in the necessity for employing progressively larger tank vessels in the 
movement. The records compiled by the Army engineers disclose that 
in 1950 almost 400 vessels with drafts in excess of 30 feet passed 
through the entrance. Since 1950, the number of voyages made by 
tank vessels has increased. I do not have the complete figures but 
1 of our members reported 91 voyages in 1952 and 70 voyages in 195: 
of tankers drawing in excess of 30 feet of water. The reports of the 
other members when received will be in proportion to the size of their 
fleets but it is safe to assume that the aggregate number would be con- 
siderably in excess of the number of voyaies reported in 1950, More- 
over, tank vessels of even greater draft will undoubtedly take thei! 
place in the trade within the foreseeable future. 





€S which 
’ further 
e. Even 
ted next 
ompleted 
iced that 
in Safety 
nonetary 
“Titic ally 


noghue 


firm of 
iilding, 
project 
iver on 
iS com- 
of the 
roleum 
eld Oj] 


, Tide- 


e chan- 
as ex- 
imated 
80), 83d 
an bar 
om the 


e diffi. 
1rough 
ir con- 
‘ted by 
ess, 2d 
mouth 
n tons, 
cent of 
popu 
nd ex- 
roleum 
1 1950, 


sulted 
in the 
se that 
passed 
ude by 
es but 
n 1953 
of the 
f their 
e CON- 
More- 
. their 


83 


The present oar of the channel is 40 feet. The report of the engi- 
neers indicates that when storm waves are running, modern vessels 
may strike bottom in depths exceeding their draft by 15 feet or more, 
House Document 249, page 25. The modification of the present depth 
‘rom 40 feet to 48 feet would be of great importance to tank vessels 
entering or leaving the river. It would tend to eliminate or greatly 
reduce the amount of time lost because of delays arising out of bar 
conditions and the loss incurred in shutting out cargo because of in- 
adequate water over the bar, and most important of all, would tend to 
eliminate or minimize the hazards to which the vessels and their per- 
sonnel are presently exposed because of the inadequate depth of water 
onthe bar. The report of the Army engineers points out the hazards 
of navigating the entrance because of the simultaneous shoaling of the 
channel and increase in the size of the ships and sets forth the data with 
respect to the accidents which have occurred in that area. 

While the authorized project contemplates the expenditure of $8,- 
335.000, we are not requesting that the full amount be appropriated for 
fiscal year 1956. We believe that at this time an appropriation for $3 
million would be sufficient for the fiscal year 1956. Our belief is 
founded upon information supplied by the Army engineers that the 
sum of $3 million will be sufficient to defray the cost of all work that 
ean reasonably be expected to be performed on the project during 
liscal year 1956. Since the Army engineers is the agency that will 
undertake the necessary work and should have the best idea of the 
amount and nature of the work to be undertaken during fiscal year 
i056, we are satisfied to rest upon their judgment, and accordingly 
respectfully request that your committee recommend the appropriation 
of $3 million in fiscal year 1956 for the necessary work on the Columbia 
River authorized under Public Law 780 referred to above. 

We appreciate the courtesy of being permitted to appear before your 
committee on this matter. 

As Isay, Mr. Chairman, these members of our association are very 
vitally interested in this project. In 1950, approximately 6 million 
tons of petroleum moved through the Columbia River mouth. ‘The 
growth in the population and commercial activities has been so rapid 
and extensive that considerably more than 6 million tons are antici- 
pated to move over the next several years. In fact, it would probably 
(louble in just petroleum alone. 

In 1950, about 400 vessels with drafts in excess of 30 feet passed 
over that bar. One of our members reported 81 voyages in 1952 and 70 
voyages in 1953. I haven't got the figures on all of the members but 
there are considerably more than 400 reported in 1950. 

One of the problems here is, as the Army engineers have pointed 
out in their report, that these vessels need 15 feet below their keel 
when they pass over the bar in order to be sure that they are going to 
clear. The ships, the tankers that are running now, are from 28 feet 
to 35 feet draft; so that a 40-foot channel is a very hazardous situation 
toencounter. They have many times where they just lay up inside or 
outside waiting for the proper weather to occur. 

lhe time lost in these ships waiting, of course, would amount to 
very tremendous sum. 

One other thing we have to think about is that we still have a pretty 
precarious situation in the Far East. These tankers are probably the 
most Important element of our shipping fleet. The loss of one tanker 
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would be very detrimental to the interests of the Nation. Even the 
delay of tankers moving up and down this west coast would be detr. 
mental so it is absolutely imperative and take—we agree with the 
statements made by the previous witnesses that this work should hp 
undertaken as rapidly as possible. I think the fact that there was 
not any money in it was due to the fact that this bill was passed a 
the end of the last session and the budget had been prepared before 
that time but nevertheless this has to get underway, gentlemen. We 
had been told that about $3 million would be all that would be neces. 
sary for 1956. Subsequently we learned that $3 million is quite high, 
Possibly a million or a million and a half is all they can adequately 
use in this operation. But something should be put in there to ge 
this thing started because where you have, say, a 40-foot projected 
channel at the present time, there isn’t 40-foot of space there; that 
is when youstart dredging. But it starts to fill up almost immediately, 
So you have 35-foot channel where you may be trying to put a 32-foot 
ship across it. 

Just again I want to thank you gentlemen for letting us appear and 
I want to confirm our position that we are in entire accord with the 
other witnesses who have been here and request that every—request 
that you have a proper amount in the budget to take care of this 
situation. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Donoghue. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Norblad is one of our very fine Congressmen, a 
fine colleague. 

Mr. Evins. Which I said initially and in which I concur. 

Mr. Jensen. He is not in the habit of asking the Federal Govern- 
ment for things which they can do themselves. I realize that. It has 
been my privilege, Mr. Norblad, to hear your testimony on this item. 
Could I ask you, are you wholeheartedly in favor of this? 

Mr. Norsiap. I think so. It is very much needed or your shipping 
on the Columbia River is going to completely bog down in a very few 

ears. 
5 Mr. Jensen. So I ask you what the private shipping concerns, and 
the local people are doing to alleviate this problem or have they done 
anything? 

Mr. Norsiap. They are doing nothing. This has been a Federal 
navigation problem for 50 to 75 years, I presume. It is a shipping 

roject involving the entire Nation. It is a large one. There has 
Bean no local work that I know about. 

Mr. Farmer. Astoria and Portland subscribed to it; that was elim 
nated in the second bill, in 1887. 

Mr. Norsiap. The overall problem which would be $8 million for 
dredging project which is purely a Federal project 

Mr. Jensen. As I understand it, you not only want to deepen the 
channel, but you want to widen it, is that right ? 

Mr. Norpsiap. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. How wide is it now on an average? 

Mr. Farmer. It is shifting over now to the north side, 70 feet over 
there; 70 feet on the north side and it runs less than half a mile but 
when you have ebb tide your water sets against the north jetty and 
north and south jetty and it is unsafe for shipping to go over there 
in heavy water, so they must go in the channel about a quarter mile. 
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Originally it was 48-foot over a mile. They want now 48 feet over 
half a mile for a 6-mile stretch. 

Mr. JeNsEN. What is the depth of the present channel? What is 
it supposed to be! 

Mr. Farmer. The project depth is 40 feet. 

Mr. JensEN. You want how deep? 

Mr. Farmer. 48. 

Mr. Norsiap. The point being, when you have large vessels the 
thing will go down to 25 feet because of weather conditions. So it 
isnot adequate depth for the size of ships they are building nowadays. 

Mr. JensEN. Thank you very much, 


Turspay, May 3, 1955. 
9 ; 


Santa Marta Progect AND THE Port HuENEME PROJECT 
WITNESS 


HON. CHARLES TEAGUE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Evins. We will hear Congressman Teague of California. 

Mr. Teacur. I will be very brief. I have two matters to present to 
the committee. One is the Santa Maria project. All of the engineer- 
ing data and technical information is before the committee, I am 
sure. The project has been authorized, of course, by the Congress. 
There is a sum of $1 million in the current budget to get it started. 
This is one of those good, comparatively small projects which are 
designed to prevent running off of water into the ocean, to dam up 
those floodwaters so they may be released into the gravels and to 
some extent alleviate the terrific water shortages in California. 

I know the area well, of course; the water shortage in that area is 
critical. Most all of the saved water will go to the benefit of agri- 
culture and the city of Santa Maria, domestic and agricultural use; 
there is practically no industry in the area. The project, as I say, 
has been approved, is feasible and I hope the committee will see fit to 
approve the amount in the budget. 

I will pass to another subject unless there are some questions, 
Mr. Chairman, that any of the members have on that one. 

The other one is the so-called Port Hueneme project which I under- 
stand has been presented to the committee by the United States 
engineers. 

Port Hueneme, which you gentlemen probably know, is on the Cali- 
fornia coast. It is one of our major navy installations, as is Point 
Magu which is 6 miles down the coast, both being in my district. We 
have a very serious beach erosion situation there which is threaten- 
ing our Navy installations as well as the other property in the area. 
I received this telegram yesterday. I would like to read it into 
the record. 

Sea erosion critical here. Now win [sic] 70 feet of point of maximum erosion 
before recent Government sand-pumping operation. Protective action urgent. 


Starting of proposed small-boat harbor dredging project with pumping of sand 
to south of harbor mouth as planned by Army engineers would counteract 
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erosion. Please advise status of appropriation for previously approved boat 
harbor project. Urge you do everything possible to expedite appropriation for 
proposed boat harbor this session. 
Raven McKeenany, 
Mayor, City of Port Hueneme. 

As I see it, the very much incidental benefit of a small-boat harbo; 
there which the people would like to make there is not the important 
thing. The important thing is the protection of Port Hueneme, and 
Magu, which is Federal Government. Furthermore, the Federal (oy. 
ernment has responsibility in this as I am sure the engineering data 
before you will establish in that this beach erosion is caused, accord. 
ing to all the engineers, by the fact that the harbor, the port, Port 
Tfueneme Harbor, has changed the natural flow of tides so that it has 
eroded the beach for long sections. It has washed out a road, for in. 
stance, between Point Magu and Port Hueneme. This project, as I see 
it, is a means of protecting Federal property which is by far the bulk 
of the property in the area. Those are two huge or comparatively 
huge and major naval installations. They certainly should be pro- 
tected. I feel that the information that the United States engineers 
have given you must have substantiated that. I want you to know 
I have looked at it myself. I have seen the erosion. It is there; it is 
not something that anybody is imagining. It is something that should 
be corrected, I think, urgently. As I understand it, the present status 
is a request for an appropriation of $70,000 to complete the engineer- 
ing and allocation and matters of that sort. 

I would also like to offer into evidence for the committee a resolu- 
tion passed by the board of supervisors of Ventura County, Calif, 


urging that this project be approved and carried forth. 
Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Teague, for your very fine statement. 
You are supporting the items in the budget in the exact amounts 
recommended ? 
Mr. Tracur. Yes; I am. 
(The resolution referred to is as follows :) 


BoarRD OF SUPERVISORS, COUNTY OF VENTURA, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, TUESDAY, 
AvaustT 10, 1954 


Present: Supervisors L. A. Price, chairman, Presiding, A. C. Ax, Robert W. 
Lefever, C. H. Andrews, and Edwin L. Carty. L. E. Hallowell, clerk ; by Shirley 
Weeks, deputy. 


404.2 ApoPTING RESOLUTION IN ‘SupPorRT OF SMALL CRAFT HARBOR AT VENTURA 
COUNTY 


Whereas on the 29th day of June 1954, Lester Price, Robert Lefever, Edwit 
Carty, and A. C. Ax, members of the Ventura County Board of Supervisors, 
met at the request of William S. Sifford, chairman for Ventura County of the 
advisory committee of the State legislative interim committee in terms of 
small-craft harbors, together with representatives of the Ventura Port District 
and the proponents of the proposed harbor at Silver Strand in Ventura County; 
and 

Whereas after a full discussion and it having been decided upon a motion 
duly made by C. Dalton Munger, Jr., seconded by E. H. Houchin, and carried 
unanimously that this group go on record that it will support any program lor 
a small-boat recreational harbor as may be recommended by the Army engileers 
in Ventura County: now, therefore, upon motion of Supervisor Ax, seconded 
by Supervisor Lefever, and duly carried, be it 

Resolved, That this board of supervisors, representing all of the interests of 
the people of Ventura County does hereby go on record as offering their ful! 
support and cooperation in terms of furthering the efforts which are being made 
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to obtain a small-craft harbor and that they will, as representatives of the people 
ef Ventura County, make every possible effort to obtain Ventura County’s 
proportionate share in terms of tidelands oil moneys impounded which will 
iecome available and in terms of any Federal moneys which may become 
available for the purpose of construction of a small-craft harbor in the County 
of Ventura. 


Turspay, May 3, 1955. 


Lower San Joaquin River Prosgecr anp THe SACRAMENTO SHIP 
CHANNEL 


WITNESSES 


HON. LEROY JOHNSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
WARREN H. ATHERTON, STOCKTON PORT DISTRICT, STOCKTON, 


CALIF. 


Mr. Evins. We will hear now Mr. Leroy Johnson of California and 
a group of those that he wishes to present to the committee. We are 
always pleased to hear from Mr. Johnson. He is a great and fine 
Congressman and a strong advocate for the position which he takes. 
Weare glad to hear from you. 

Mr. JouNson. Thank you very much. I have reduced my thoughts 
to writing so I will stay right on the beam and not take up too much 
time. I am here trying to get a small appropriation which is not in 
the budget. ‘This appropriation would protect some valuable public 
property against serious damage. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate very much the opportunity you have 
afforded me to make a statement concerning a serious flood menace in 
my congressional district. 

I am referring to the flood dangers on the lower San Joaquin River, 
The project to strengthen the levees on the lower San Joaquin was 
authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1942. 

The flood menace is particularly acute on the lower San Joaquin. 
That fact was demonstrated in 1950, 1951, and 1952 when we had 
disastrous floods in the area of the lower San Joaquin River in the 
vicinity of the Mossdale Bridge. The flood was so violent that it 
washed out a Southern Pacific Railroad Bridge and also a heavy con- 
crete highway bridge on Highway 50, a national superhighway which 
goes from Oakland, Calif., to Baltimore, passing through Washington. 

The damage caused by these floods was over $714 million. The 
reason that the flood in this area are so violent is because they are in 
the lower reaches of the river. The altitude at this area is only between 
10 and 15 feet above sea level, and consequently its flow is slow and 
sluggish. I might add, listening to the previous witness, about the 
intrusion of salt water, in this area we have trouble with that. It is 
80 low that it has gone all the way up to Stockton and has presented 
i menace to agriculture. 

_The San Joaquin is the major river draining the lower San Joaquin 
Valley. 

_ Mr, Jensen. Will you point out where this project is so we can 
follow you? 

Mr. Jounson. You see the name, Fresno, there? A little to the 
north of Fresno are the words “San Joaquin River.” It goes up to 
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Modesto and a little town called Tracy. Then it continues on towan| 
Stockton and goes into an area that is known as the Sacramento-Say 
Joaquin Delta. That is the area. 

It flows northward and enters the San Joaquin-Sacramento Delta , 
short distance west of Stockton, Calif. 

Into the San Joaquin in the spring, up to about the end of June, 
pour a number of rivers, whose sources are in the Sierra Nevady 
Mountains. When spring comes the deep snowbanks of the Sierrs 
begin to melt and the water is carried to the San Joaquin by the rivers 
whose sources are high in the Sierras. The San Joaquin is really the 
end of the funnel which carries the water from the Sierra Nevady 
Mountains from an area east of Fresno north to about Alpine Lake, 
through about 7 or 8 rivers, tributaries of the San Joaquin, and it 
then moves on down to the delta of the San Joaquin and into Sa 
Francisco Bay. 

This plea for money to strengthen the levees of the San Joaquin, 
especially north of the mouth of the Stanislaus River, which is only a 
few miles upstream from where the big damage was done in 1950, 1951, 
and 1952, has a peculiar claim on your help. 

The reason for a special claim on you for help is due to the fact that 
the Federal Government has some very important military stations 
which could be damaged very badly should the San Joaquin River 
run riot again. 

The largest station is Sharpe General Depot, the largest Army 
general depot in the West. It was built a the Pearl Harbor 
attack at a cost of over $50 million, and considerable money has since 
been spent on this large depot. It borders on the San Joaquin, or very 
near it, and a flood could do tremendous damage to this property. 

There is also an annex to this depot which could be damaged if a 
large flood should break out again. This annex is near the city of 
Tracy. It stores vast quantities of QM supplies. Its cost was also 
large, but not nearly as large as the general depot. Here also isa 
medical supply storage unit. This took all the medical supplies in 
the area, San Francisco area where they were stored, and brought 
them up here. The purpose of it was in the event of an attack 
in the San Francisco Bay area, which you know is one of the prime 
targets on the Pacific coast, they could get their medical supplies out 
of this interior depot about 50 or 60 miles east of the San Francisco 
Bay area. ; 

Great quantities of these medical supplies are kept there for use in 
the event of an attack on the San Francisco Bay area. In the event of 
an attack on that area, thousands would evacuate eastward in the 
vicinity of Stockton, Tracy, and other cities. The Federal civil-de: 
fense group is counting on these medical supplies in the event of 
trouble. 

Then there is a naval installation called the Stockton Annex, 4 
branch of the Naval Supply Depot in Alameda. The annex neat 
Stockton borders on the San Joaquin and should we have an unusually 
large flood, this station could be flooded. It is located just west of 
Stockton on an island known as Rough and Ready Island, which 
in times past has been flooded. Vast naval supplies and some strateg" 
supplies are stored on this base. Numerous mothball ships are tied 
up along this island. Those are Federal installations there thal 
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require protection. The one flood could be many, many times what 
you might happen to give us for flood protection. itt 

“Another institution that could be very seriously injured should 
we have another flood similar to the ones in 1950-52, is a California 
State prison for young offenders, known as Deuel Reformatory. 
It is on the flat ground along the San Joaquin River and could be 
very badly damaged by a big flood. Its cost was $20 million. 

Still another institution that has special interest for the civil- 
defense organization is the San Joaquin County General Hospital. 
It has a thousand-bed hospital, a part of which is set aside and is 
heing held for use, should there be an attack in the San Francisco 
Bay area. The rooms are being kept for use of evacuees should there 
be an attack. This institution could be badly damaged if a big 
flood breaks loose. ; 

You are, undoubtedly, wondering why there is such a critical need 
now and why these places were built in such close proximity to the 
dangerous San Joaquin River. The reason is fairly simple: In 
the early days when this area was first developed, after the turn 
of the century, the levee work was done by local reclamation dis- 
tricts, aided sometimes by the State. Considerable time has elapsed 
since the United States assumed the obligation to provide flood 
protection. 

In 1958 President Roosevelt laid down the policy that the Federal 
(iovernment should assume the responsibility for flood-control devel- 
opment. Since then we have looked to the Federal Government. 
In 1944, when we presented our claim to the Public Works Com- 
nittee for authorization to strengthen these levees, we had no difli- 
culty at all in getting the authorization. Much work has been done 
on the levee work on the Tuolumne, in the Merced stream group, and 
at other places upstream from the place now under consideration, 
and on tributaries. So we are aaa completing the authorization 
by doing this levee work now. We have cheerfully supported this 
other improvement, as it tended to help our situation, but we, being 
at the most vulnerable place along the river, feel we should now 
get some help, especially since we have not had any up to date. 

Also, this committee last year gave the district engineers $70,000 
for planning this project. That money has been used to make plans 
for this work and to draft specifications so bids might be published 
for the work. We were told by the division engineer at San Fran- 
cisco that the plans are all ready and if a small amount of money is 
given this year, say $250,000, this money could be put to work at the 
end of this flood season and then the year after, the next year, the 
balance of the job could be finished in 1956. I think you understand 
that the flood season reaches its peak in June. It is hard to tell 
exactly when it will come. It depends upon the intensity of the 
melting of the snows. It can go up and down very rapidly. The idea 
that the engineers would like to carry out is that, if they get a small 
amount of money, after July 1 they have their plans all ready. 
They could invite bids and from then up until way into December 
they could strengthen some of these levees. Also, I have been advised 
that there is money available that has been appropriated but not used, 
so why not use it this year and thereby insure against loss again 
should next year bring us another flood. 
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I understand that Colonel Berrigan, the division engineer at San 
Francisco, has had an informal conference with the subcommittee anj 
outlined the situation and how you could give us a little help this yey 
which would start the work toward completion. I do hope you eq 
give us some encouragement in our desire to get some work done tp 
avoid these very serious floods. 

We understand next year there will be money in the budget so, if 
we get a little start this year, next year you can give us enough s 
we could finish the job the following year. 

In addition to the public property involved, there are a number of 
important industries that could be damaged, as well as considerable 
property in the western part of Stockton that could be subjected tp 
floods. This danger was pointed out to us by Maj. U. S. Grant, noy 
Maj. Gen. U. S. Grant III, retired, in the middle twenties when be 
was a district engineer in San Francisco. At that time we wer 
building the port and I had intimate dealing with General Grant 
because I was representing the city of Stockton. He pointed out to 
us several times that if a bad flood comes on the west side or dow, 
opposite Stockton, the lower part of our city toward the west might 
get a very bad drenching. He described to us how the San Joaquin 
could under certain circumstances prove to be a dangerous stream 
which might flood a great part of west Stockton, which is located on 
low, flat land. 

I appreciate very much that you gave me the opportunity and 
if there are any questions I would be pleased to answer them. 

Mr. Evins. Have you taken this matter up with the Budget Bureau 
and requested recommendation of funds? 

Mr. Jounson. I did. I took it up with the Deputy Chief of tle 
Budget Bureau and they did not give me much encouragement. | did 
not go back any more. I talked to them and two people who helped 
draft the plans for this project. 

Mr. Evins. What has the Corps of Engineers said to you in the way 
of the amount of funds that would be needed for the next fiscal year! 

Mr. Jounson. He hasn't said anything in particular, but he i- 
timated if we could get a quarter of a million dollars we could make 
a very good start. 

Mr. Evins. Is that the amount that you are recommending that this 
committee give consideration to? 

Mr. Jounson. Yes, sir; we would be very pleased to have tht 
amount. 

Mr. Evrns. I see. 

Mr. Jonnson. I might point out that as a precedent we built a flood 
control dam on Little John Creek, known as the Farmington Dam. | 
appeared before a similar committee at that time when Mr. Engel. of 
Michigan, was chairman. That is the way they started us off. They 
gave us $250,000 and in a short while we got the full amount and con 
pleted the dam in several years 

Mr. Evrns. I am sure the committee will give consideration to you! 
request. ; 

Mr. Jensen. Do you feel that the Army Engineers would tell ths 
committee they would favor an appropriation of a quarter of a mil 
lion dollars for the purpose which you recommend ? 
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Mr. Jounson. I only talked to one man; that was the division engi- 
heer Who has that area. He is now located in San Francisco. I knuw 
he would favor it very heartily. What his discussions were with the 
‘hief of Engineers, I don’t know. 

Mr. JeNsEN. Can we put that down, black on white? 

Mr. Jounson. That engineering; yes. He was here before you. 
faybe you discussed the matter with him. Paul Berrigan, his name 


ras. 

Mr. Evins. The committee has had some testimony from the divi- 
sion engineer of Stockton area. 

Mr. JensEN. Did he substantiate everything you are saying, or vice 
versa ! 

Mr. Jounson. He is very anxious to get started. He feels if there 
is a little money that could be made available he could get the thing 
started; year after next we would complete it and wipe out this very 
dangerous situation that we have there. 

Mr. JENSEN. Is it your feeling that by appropriating this amount 
now that it would save more dollars in the Fiture? 

Mr. Jounson. I think it would. I think it would be a very good in- 
vestment, myself. 

Mr. JensEN. Do you feel that this matter is purely a responsibility 
of the Federal Government and that sooner or later the Federal Gov- 
ernment will be called on to make this, to do this work ? 

Mr. Jounson. Yes, I think it is distinctly a Federal obligation now 
to take care of this. This is a big, navigable stream; that Stockton 
has a port there that ships vessels all over the world. Almost any 
ship can go into the port of Stockton, which is 80 miles from the 
Golden Gate. It travels through the Golden Gate bay area and up 
through the delta through which they ship millions of tons a year 
from that port. 

[am sure that anybody who knows the background of this type of 
legislation will recognize that this is a Federal responsibility; and on 
top of that, we have those very expensive and important Federal in- 
stallations which require protection. 

Mr. Evins. I believe Mr. Atherton, former national commander of 
the American Legion, wishes to make a statement. 

He is accompanied by other gentlemen who wish to be heard. 

_Mr. Arnertron. I feel on the wrong end of the cart here because I 
feel I should present some reasons why a proposition should not be 
paid to be given appropriations at this time. I understand the pres- 
entation in favor of the project has not been made. 

Iam in Washington to present this matter and if it should be that 
there are any matters, doubt or confusion following the presentation, 
or matters as to which you think I should make some explanation, I 
would greatly appreciate the privilege of testifying later. 

_ It is my information, Mr. Chairman, that the city of Sacramento 
is probably next on the calendar to ask that an appropriation be made 
outside the budget to begin digging the 30-mile canal across Sacra- 
mento which would enable the construction of a port at that city. Our 
port has been in existence for 20 years and is at Stockton. On the 
laps Which I have presented to you, you will see indicated in a solid 
line the existing deep water channel from the San Francisco Bay to 
the city of Stockton. By a dotted line, the proposed channel from 
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midway of the existing channel to the city of Sacramento. I haye 
brought a California map, gentlemen, but I believe you can see froy 
here the area colored in — on that large map (water resource de. 
velopment). That roughly covers the interior valleys of Californi 
from which nearly all of the tonnage emanates which moves oy 
through the San Francisco Bay area which is about midway fron 
south to north. So that the rice, the barley, the canned goods, the 
lumber which come from that area must be converged at the center 
and then they are shipped out through the Golden Gate. 

The Sacramento project is one that has been before the Congres 
for a long period of time. It was first approved in 1946. So far, the 
a has not been commenced and I surmise perhaps because the 

nefit-cost ratio is low as established by the engineers. At this time 
it is 1.12 to 1. I understand that if this drops below one, appropria- 
tions are not made. This is close to one and the project is probably 
low on the long list of projects that are waiting. 

Also, there is a lack of urgency because business through the Golden 
Gate, commercial tonnage, has been steadily dropping, tonnage in and 
tonnage out. Coastwise traffic was formerly a great deal—there was 
formerly a great deal of coastwise traffic from Seattle, Los Angeles, 
Portland, San Francisco, which has almost completely disappeared, 
Business has gone to the railroads and the trucks. Intercoastal trade 
has dropped. The Pacific trade, as you might well expect, is prac- 
tically gone except for some military tonnage, the most of which is 
handled through military terminals. There are now six ports on the 
bay area: San Francisco, Oakland, Alameda, Redwood City, Rich- 
mond, and Stockton. Uncle Sam is a partner in all of them. We 
all had very substantial Federal assistance to establish these ports. 
There is a very large annual maintenance cost to keep those ports 
going. 

If I may use the simile, we have got six grocery stores on this block 
now. They are running, half of them are running, at a deficit because 
of lack of business and the proposal is to put a seventh store on the 
same block. We don’t think it is economic. There won’t be 1 ton of 
new tonnage created, maritime tonnage, by the digging of the canal 
and the establishment of the proposed port. It will take some ton- 
nage away from the existing ports. Principally, it will take it away 
from Stockton, the inland port which I am here representing. We 
have been in existence for 23 years. We now are slightly in the black. 
Some of the tonnage which originated above Sacramento, north of 
Sacramento, now moves through Stockton, a substantial part of it, 
and if that was taken from Stockton, we are positive that both ports 
would have to run at a deficit. No return to the Federal investment. 
The estimate is it would cost $37 million to construct the channel and 
the port; that is, of Federal funds. And we don’t believe that it's 
justified at this time. 

Our engineering people advise that the cost-benefit ratio has beet 
steadily dropping until now it is only 0.53 to 1. That is because of 
the mounting cost of operation of ships. It will take 2 days to service 
Sacramento from San Francisco and the original estimate was that 
ships would cost $2,400 a day to make that run. 

The testimony before the Senate committee by the steamship ass0- 
ciation was that that cost is now $3,200 per day. Another factor whith 
must be considered is there are many industrial plants, many mills, 
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many warehouses, export and import houses in San Francisco, Oak- 
land, that have been in business for years, and so all the tonnage that 
could be produced, principally barley, rice, and canned goods, will not 
move though the proposed port. We do not get all the business in the 
southern inland valleys now because of the established channels of 
trade. A large part of it moves through the big ports lower down in 
the Bara Bay area and will continue to do so. When you take that 
into consideration, we are very certain that Sacramento for the fore- 
seeable future cannot be an economic operating entity. 

For instance, the figure has been expressed by those wanting Sacra- 
mento that an average pickup of 3,500 tons can be made. For the past 
year, Stockton including some of this proposed business has only 
averaged 2,500 tons. So it is evidently quite impossible that there 
could be a bigger pickup at Sacramento because the State of Cali- 
fornia owns the port at San Francisco; they appointed a fact-finding 
committee in 1949 which conducted this study, the result of 2 years’ 
work, to determine what was happening in the bay area. And they 
have published a statement, a table which I have incorporated with 
the statement filed that shows that for 15 years before 1950—excuse 
me, before 1940—there was an actual drop in the ingoing and out- 
going commercial tonnage through Golden Gate. Then in taking 
the war picture out, the tonnage from 1946 to 1950 was substantially 
less than it had been before the war. So, unfortunately, the tonnage 
available does not justify the building of another part at this time. 

Mr. Jensen. I do want to say that 1 am very happy to see our former 
national commander again. I am sorry that you are walking on a 
cane. I hope it is temporary. I have enjoyed your testimony. 

Mr. Evins. The committee appreciates your statement. I am sure 
we will all give it consideration. 

Mr. Murray. I notice here that you make the very pertinent ob- 
servation that you feel that ports are really public utilities. From 
your testimony, I think that it appears that the ports are now regu- 
lated by State laws. Is that correct? 

Mr. Arnerton. The port at San Francisco is owned by the State 
of California. There are some State regulations in connection with 
navigation that are pertinent to all of us but the State’s principal 
interest is owning the port at San Francisco. 

Mr. Murray. Did the State create the port at Stockton ? 

Mr. Arnerton. It did, and it appropriated some money. Congress- 
oa Johneort was our city attorney. Do you remember the answer 
to that ? 

Mr. Jonnson. First we drafted a law similar to Houston’s law. 
I took it to the legislature and they approved it. Then we created 
a port district which is the river strip half a mile on each side. 

Mr. Murray. Did the California Sauiiion create a port district 
for Sacramento ? 

Mr. Jounson. They have a port district and I am sure that is the 
way It was done. I think that the law we used was slightly modified 
to fit their situation because they were in two counties. We were only 
In One county, in our port district. 

Mr. Murray. As I understand it, at least, in Illinois where you 
have a development, and to develop it you would create a port dis- 
trict giving the port district authority to issue revenue bonds or bonds 
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to pay for the construction and the charges, wharfage fees, and oth. 
ers. The point I am bringing out, I wonder if the situation exists jf 
this port is unfeasible, and it appears from the testimony you haye 
made a very cogent case on it, why does or did the State of California 
create a port district ? 

Mr. Jounson. The State of California does not create the port dis. 
trict. They amended the law so they could create one themselves by 
election of people in the area. They had an election and it passed, 
Then they proceeded to develop their port. They issued some bonds, 
some general bonds just like we did in Stockton. Our bonds are 
almost paid out by now. 

Mr. Murray. That was not the point. I could not clearly under. 
stand because if another port is bad economically for the State, and 
from your testimony it would appear that that would be the situation, 
why would the State adopt laws to create a port district ? 

Mr. Jounson. That is a matter for the people living in the port 
who have to pay the taxes. The law sets up machinery how it may be 
done. That is exactly what Sacramento did. I represented them 10 
years in Congress so I knew a little about their situation. But they 
used a law that we drafted which was copied after Houston, Tex. 
and modified it so they ‘could have a port district that covers more 
than one county. 

Mr. Arnerton. No State approval is required, Mr. Congressman. 

Mr. Murray. That is what I wondered. 

(Mr. Atherton’s prepared statement is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF WARREN H. ATHERTON, APPEARING ON BEHALF OF THE STOCKTON 
Port District, STOCKTON, CALIF. 


There is no need for a port at Sacramento now. 

The area proposed to be served is already served by six ports with surplus 
capacity and adequate, modern facilities. 

Three of these have been operating at a deficit during a part or all of the time 
since 1946, owing in part to the stoppage of trade with China and other Pacific 
areas and the rapidly disappearing coastwise and intercoastal trade. 

Tonnage through the Golden Gate, to and from northern California, excepting 
military cargo and oil, has been dropping since 1940. 

Military cargo is mostly served by military terminals; oil is served by pri- 
vately owned specialty facilities. 

The existing ports on San Francisco Bay have cost the Federal Government 
a huge initial investment and now require a large annual maintenance appre 
priation. The return on that national investment would be lowered by spending 
more Federal money to create a new port to compete with ports already in being 
which do not now have enough business. 

All of the above facts are irrefutably established by a California State Senate 
committee report completed in 1951 and brought down to date by our engineer 
ing and trade studies. 

After consideration of this most thorough report of 598 pages with numerots 
tables, anaylses, and summaries embracing figures for a period of 10 to 25 years, 
the conclusion is inevitable that creation of the port of Sacramento will not 
create new tonnage. It will split the tonnage now being adequately handled by 
existing ports and will increase their handicaps and deficits. Among these 
ports, Stockton, as the only inland port, will be most adversely affected. 

There is a primary rule in the regulation of public utilities that new invest: 
ment and competition will not be permitted in fields already adequately served 
when new competition would increase cost and decrease efficiency. 

Ports are really public utilities. Many of their activities and rates are g0v 
erned by publie utility regulations. In the present instance the addition of a 
new facility (port of Sacramento) would decrease the business of existing ft 
cilities and would increase their cost of operation and that of the ships servil¢ 
the San Francisco Harbor area. 
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The Sacramento port project calls for digging a 30-mile deepwater channel 
through dry land and constructing from scratch a new inland port, all tributary 
to the harbor of San Francisco, at a present day cost as estimated by United 
states Army engineers, of $34 million. 

There Will be no saving to the public because the saving that would be realized 
by shippers is offset by increased costs to the vessel operator in traversing 180 
miles of inland waterways to serve an additional port that would divert business 
from existing port facilities. The loss of tonnage by the ports serving this area 
now would increase their cost of operation and consequently the cost to the public. 

The San Francisco Bay Harbor area, reached through Golden Gate Strait, is 
now adequately served by the port facilities of San Francisco, Oakland, Ala- 
meda, Richmond, Stockton, and Redwood City. These harbors already have from 
% to 50 percent more capacity than necessary to serve the demand for the fore- 
seeable future. 

If the port of Sacramento, 90 miles inland, is constructed, it can only gain 
tonnage at the expense of existing ports with increase of their deficits and prob- 
able deficit operation of the new port. 

The fact that there is no urgency for an appropriation to begin the Sacramento 
project is shown by its estimated cost-benefit ratio. The Army Engineers estimate 
aratio of 112 to 1. This is barely above minimum requirement and places 
the project very low on the list of approved projects. 

Our engineers, shipping experts, and traffic men estimate the ratio at 0.53 to 1. 

We urge that the budget should not be increased by adding an appropriation 
to begin the Sacramento project. 

If this committee, however, believes that the project warrants consideration 
at this time we urge that before any action is taken the United States Engineers 
be requested to resurvey Sacramento’s proposal through a public hearing so 
that at least there may be reconciled the difference between the engineers 
indication of a narrow benefit ratio and the existing port’s view that there 
isa loss ratio. 

Excerpts from the California Senate factfinding report and a résumé of the | 
report of our port and traffic engineers are attached. 


Excerpts FROM THE FINAL REPORT OF THE CALIFORNIA SENATE FACTFINDING 
COMMITTEE ON SAN FRANcIScO Bay Ports 


TONNAGE DROPPING, DEFICITS GROWING 


Page 23 

“The bay area’s port facilities rank in quantity with the major United States 
harbors. There is need for improvement and modernization particularly at the 
port of San Francisco, but the total harbor facilities far exceed the present 
demands of port commerce. It is estimated that bay port facilities have the 
ee for 25 percent to 50 percent more shipping than now flows through the 
arbor.” 
Page 35 

“For the 20-year period, 1931 through 1950, the total income of the ports of 
San Francisco, Oakland, and Richmond amounted to $103,355,533. Total operat- 
ing expenses were $61,730,650, leaving a net income of $41,624,883. Bond interest 
and a reasonable allowance for depreciation totaled $44,297,788. Hence, if these 
last items are taken into consideration, the 3 ports operated at a deficit of 
$2,672,905 for the 20-year period. This deficit is divided among the 3 ports as 
follows: San Francisco, $1,097,915; Oakland, $948,155; and Richmond, $546,835. 
The only years that total income of the ports was sufficient to cover operating 


a bond interest, depreciation, etc., were the war years 1942 through 
( 5” 


Page 36 


“6. The total dry-cargo tonnage of all the ports has shown a tendency to 
decline during the past 20 years, except during the war years. Increased rates 
have only partially offset the effects of this decline. Oakland and Richmond 
have both increased their tonnage at the expense of San Francisco. 

“There are no indications on the immediate horizon that this situation will be 
righted for the following reasons : 

“(a) The downward trend, in all probability, will not be reversed except by 
onstructive action on a harborwide basis. 


61653—55—pt, 2——7 
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“(b) The present international crisis, because it interferes with transpacific 
trade, will probably further reduce the tonnage moving over commercial docks 
Military cargo will move over military installations.” 


Page 38 

“The current shipping situation in San Francisco Harbor, insofar as it can pe 
measured by tonnage, is due to a drop in dry-cargo traffic. The total traffic 
situation concerning oceangoing tonnage can be presented graphically by a few 
figures (in terms of thousand short tons) : 























be nnn | 1949 Net change me 

bn Tore 

RICH GUN UMORE:. 6 5c 2 Sein dis  contennennaee 7, 690 | 5, 090 | —2, 600 | ~33.8 

i ee. ee Eo see 2, 205 | 2, 281 mel tac 

IWOMDUNIONRUIOUER. «oon oe ce cece conse sce 1, 273 1, 309 +36 | +30 

III oslo ik cis aikn cen dense aeee= | 2, 012 1,027 | —985 ~49.0 

Coastwise..........---------------------------- 2, 200 | 473 | —1, 727 | —78.5 
Page 51 


“The extent to which maritime employment opportunities in San Francisco 
Bay have diminished since 1946 is evident from the following figures, which are 
an index of man-hours worked by longshoremen at Pacific coast ports 
(1946= 100). 











San ; 
Year | Seattle Portland Fremeisco Los Angeles 
be |__|, 
MN ic Naa tke al | 100 100 100 100 
WO 8 ee etn ca csstcke ates. 99 128 | 112 128 
OR eich. ssb bce co accancwcasnans en cas 101 59 | 88 127 
UN ce a re ie eee ae 107 71 | 77 | 158 
| 





“In 1949, the number of registered longshoremen in San Francisco was be- 
tween 5,700 and 5,900. These men worked only 77 percent as many hours as 
had the longshoremen in 1946. In contrast, longshoremen at Seattle were 
enjoying more work hours for every 100 hours they had worked in 1946. Be- 
tween 1948 and 1949, San Francisco Bay’s share of total Pacific coast man-hours 
dropped from 46 percent to 38.8 percent.” 


Page 39: 
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Page $92 
\ppeNDIX TABLE VII.—Summary of foreign trade (volume), San Francisco Customs 
A District, 1925-40 and 1946-49 ! 


[Thousand short tons] 





Exports, 
including | Bulk oil 
| lumber 


General 
exports 


Total | Total Total 
exports | imports trade 


1, 277 1, 431 883 | 2,314 | 883 3,197 
1, 334 1, 539 1,249 | 2,788 | 986 3,774 
1, 324 1, 553 1,070 | 2,623 976 3, 579 
1, 458 1, 645 1, 275 2, 920 1, 080 4, 000 
1, 561 1, 781 1,118} 2,900} ¢1,053 3, 953 
1, 377 1, 483 | 941 2, 424 | 979 3, 403 


1, 388 | 1,572 | 1,089 2, 660 993 3, 654 





1, 202 1, 239 | 913 2, 152 2,916 

983 | 1, 020 | 1, 183 2, 204 2, 883 
1, 122 | 1,175 1,072 | 2, 247 ¢ 2, 940 
1, 023 1, 085 | 979 | 2, 065 2, 823 
1,148 | 1,292) 1,157] 2380] 98 | 3, 278 





1, 096 | 53 | 1,148 1, 061 2, 210 58 | 2, 968 


988 | 1, 067 1,562 | 2,630 3, 5549 
1, 234 | 1,328 | 1,875 3, 203 4, 327 
1, 27% 1,332 | 2,394 3, 726 | 4, 440 
1, 230 1,308 | 2,279) 3,587 11 | 4, 198 
1,197 | 1,243} 1,672 2,915 5 3, 610 


Average 1, 184 1, 256 | 1, 956 3, 212 4, 026 











1925-40 average 2 1, 233 | 1, 341 1, 351 2, 692 6 3, 556 





1, 590 | | 1,599 4 780 2, 379 2, 889 
1, 575 ©1,601 | 41,125 2, 726 37 | 3, 463 
1, 078 ¢1,091 | 41,028] 2,119 2, 891 
1, 366 | 27} © 1,393 | 4512/ 1,904 2, 887 


Average 1, 402 | 19 1,421 | 861 2, 282 751 3, 032 


} 





1 Table compiled from annual reports issued by the board of State harbor commissioners, San Francisco, 
ecept as neted in footnotes (¢) and (¢) below. Export figures do not include reexports. For the years 1925 
threugh 1980, Puerto Rico was included in a general category headed ‘‘Others’’ and until 1932, Samoa was 
parently included in Oceania. Hence, through 1930, Puerto Rican trade is included in foreign rather than 
wnentigucus trade. The same is true of Samoa through 1931. 

1141-45 war years omitted. 


Note.—The figures for 1946 through 1949 include immediate transportation shipments. 

‘Imports ef paper from Canada have been reduced 100,000 tons to correct an apparent error, as compared 
vith Government figures. 

‘Imports cf ores and mattes have been reduced by 350,000 tons to be more nearly in line with Government 
figures. Aneffort was made by the harbor ecm missioners in 1932 to use full weights instead of metal content. 

Total exports minus figures given for bulk oil shipments. 
‘Tanker Exports from U. 8. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Census, Waterborne Trade by United 
States Port. Summary Reports, FT 972. For more detail on bulk-oil shipments, see appendix table X VIII. 


Dry cargo moving through all San Francisco Bay ports, including tributary rivers 


| Net 
| change, | Percent- 
| 


1925-40 | 1953 1953 from age 


average 
| (1,000 
tons) 


Percent- 
age 


(1,000 1925-40 | change, 
change 


| tons) average | 1953 from 
| (1,000 

tons) 
lait aati 


Trade route: 
Foreign ~-- 
We : 
oncontiguous.__ 
Intercoastal 
Coastwise 








Total... ate eee 5,022 | —2, 668 | 








A total for coastwise, intercoastal, and noncontiguous trades, not segregated. 
, vurces: 1925-40 average and 1949 figures—final report, Senate Fact Finding Committee on San Francisco 


! orts, 1951 general session, California Legislature. 1953 figures, Waterborne Commerce of the United 
ts, calendar year 1953, pt. IV, U. S. Army Engineers. 
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STATEMENT OF STOCKTON PORT DISTRICT ON THE SACRAMENTO SHIP CHANNEL 


In January 1954, the district engineers submitted a revised report on this 
project. The revised report favored the resumption of the project. We fee} there 
are several inherent economic fallacies present. The transportation benefits 
credited to the project are an important item, and the estimated potentia) ton- 
nage used to arrive at these benefits is of extreme importance. Our estimate 
of the potential available deep draft commerce creditable to the project is as 
follows: 

Our estimated 


Commodity : average (tons) 
BE cnnvenciilllietanciccey ditncmccipelatiiibimnnaniy digltaesetoe amelinidlie nici aiattatlaias iin 175, 000 
DRT perpen ern mene genom ennenannensncesebanenanennece 100, 000 
I i herieseritsinydrsencievhdbeplnceesde diihinenseninsienitllnighnestainshiteehenaniansinnantacne 150, 000 
OCnRe CUE ni tcine nes cieeen en accneshinneswenenumecce 60, 000 
Fe iting penenitantnhememhaggpiendenierapmadinlalaiisipaininmateinieren 30, 000 
OO Oo visi esiccnennmmamareancntsianinebteinalnmaemintitiiimann 30, 000 

sic igecs pened denied ianpen seine ial lsiacaltelad aiaee eames com ca 545, 000 


Our estimates are arrived at after analysis of the individual commodities ip. 
volved, the areas of their production, the method of their merchandising, and 
the trade routes involved. 

Some comments regarding the individual commodities listed above follows, 


Rice 

Exhibit A attached shows the quantity of rice exported from the San Francisco 
customs district for the calendar years 1952 and 1953. For practical purposes, 
the San Francisco customs district will account for the total export movement of 
the entire California crop, and from exhibit A it will be noted that in 1952 the 
movement was 280,946 tons, and in 1953 the movement was 258,635 tons. It is 
significant to note that in both of these years the exports to Japan accounted 
for more than 50 percent of the total amount exported. In 1952 and 1953 it could 
be supposed that Stockton would handle most of the rice exports because of its 
closer proximity to the point of production. However, it is significant to note 
that in 1952 the movement to Japan from Stockton was only 80,000 tons, and in 
1953 the movement to Japan from Stockton was 50,000 tons. From these figures 
it can readily be seen that proximity of a port to the producing area does not 
necessarily mean that that port can enjoy or handle the available traffic. Other 
economic and merchandising factors come into play. For example, there are 
two rice mills in San Francisco which draw their supplies from the same producing 
area. Rice mills in San Francisco would naturally move through terminals 
located in the San Francisco area. Additionally, experience shows that the man- 
ner in which the Japanese buyers have purchased California rice at times creates 
surge movements within a given period of time and, consequently, no single bulk 
terminal has the capacity to handle the volume of these surges and make the 
required shipping program. 

The retention of the Japanese market is, of itself, a question mark. Prior 
to the war the amount of California rice merchandised in Japan was negligible, 
and the availability of the market today is due largely to unsettled trade routes 
in the Far East. As has been experienced in other commodities, if the Japa- 
nese buyers are able to proeure their rice from closer sources at less cost, 
they will do so, and that market would be lost to the California producers. 
Obviously, any estimate of potential tonnage must properly recognize this 
feature. Other markets for California rice are not capable of picking up 
any slack. Since 1945 the rate of production of California rice has increased 
steadily, primarily due to the availability of the Japanese market. Indica 
tions are that it has reached its peak, and this is attested to by the fact that 
in the forthcoming year the production of rice is reduced on an acre-allocatioa 
basis due to overproduction in the 1954 season. For a port at Sacrament? 
to realize an annual tonnage greater than we have estimated, there would 
have to be a heavy increase in California production, or the terminal facilities 
at Sacramento would have to be capable of driving all other northern California 
terminals out of business. Economic reasoning shows neither of these 1s 4 
likelihood. 
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Barley 

Exhibit B attached shows the exports of California barley from the San 
francisco customs district for the calendar years of 1952 and 1953. These 
figures will represent practically all of the exports of California barley, and 
in their analysis it must be remembered that there is a considerable quantity 
of so-called coast barley produced in the coastal area below San Francisco. 

It will be noted that Japan again, as in the case of rice, has been the largest 
paver of California barley. In 1953, the next largest consumer of California 
harley was the Republic of Korea, who obtained approximately 32,000 tons 
for relief-feeding purposes. The exports to other countries is negligible, and 
has been since the war. Prior to World War II the prineipal export market 
for California barley was the United Kingdom, which imported malting barley. 
since the war California barley has never been able to recapture this market 
against the competition of other countries, and whether or not it can do so in 
the future is questionable. Through the loss of this malting-barley market 
there has been a change in the type of barley produced in the State of Cali- 
fornia, With the emphasis on feed-type barley, which makes up the bulk of 
California barley production today. It is only proper that the export potential 
of California barley be explored in order to arrive at an honest evaluation of 
potential tonnage. The Japanese market for barley exists because barley is 
used for human consumption to supplement rice. In this connection, the Japa- 
nese have a preference for the lighter colored varieties of barley, and thus all 
yarieties of California barley are not susceptible to exportation. On the other 
hand, Canadian barley is predominantly of the lighter varieties, and acceptable 
in the Japanese market. In the past, California barley has had an edge on 
Canadian barley to the degree occasioned by the fact that California barley 
is harvested earlier than Canadian barley, and thus the new crop is available 
sooner. In recent years, however, for reasons all of which are not known, 
California barley has experienced more and more competitive pressure from 
Canadian barley in the Japanese market, and, of course, has experienced addi- 
tional competition from the increased production of rice. As in the case of rice, 
California barley today has a surplus crop, and world markets do not justify 
an increase in its production. The future of the Japanese market is a question 
mark, and unless the Federal Government embarks upon some foreign-assistance 
program, the entire export for California barley is not too bright. 

In the estimated average of 100,000 tons, we have given the port of Sacramento 
most favorable treatment. It will be borne in mind that although they have 
2 grain elevator constructed on the proposed deep water port site, there is a 
grain terminal in San Francisco, one in Oakland, and one at Stockton. In 
addition, there is under construction at Stockton a grain elevator with a capacity 
of 2 million bushels, and a capacity to deliver to ship at a rate far exceeding 
anything existing in California. The construction of the deep water port at 
Sacramento is no going to drive these other grain terminals out of existence 
becanse experience has shown that the construction at the port of Stockton did 
not cause the closing of grain terminals in Oakland and San Francisco because 
of the proprietary interest of grain dealers in such terminals. While it may 
divert some tonnage, it could never attract all of the business, and it is interesting 
tonote that the the heavier production of barley is outside the Sacramento Valley 
ae, and thus the freight rates would be more favorable to other grain 
erminals. 


Canned goods 


We believe that an estimated annual average of 150,000 tons of this com- 
modity is giving the Sacramento project the benefit of considerable doubt. 
Any higher tonnage estimates that may have been used have been influenced 
by the location in the Sacramento area of some canneries capable of larger 
production. It must be borne in mind that canneries located outside the 
Sacramento Valley obtain their raw products from the same sources as do the 
Sacramento Valley canners. Thus, the Sacramento Valley canner has no toe- 
hold on the production in his area on any particular variety of canned fruits or 
vegetables. It must also be borne in mind that 3 of the 4 principal canners with 
plants in the Sacramento Valley also have a number of other plants located else- 
Where in the State. This condition causes somewhat of a specialization in the 
varieties of food products packed in any given plant, and results in the con- 
Solidation of the various varieties into one single location in order to have a 
‘omplete line of items available to fill mixed orders. Thus, what would appear 
to be potential tonnage because it is canned in Sacramento, is not rightfully so, 
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because it may be withdrawn to other areas for shipment wi ; 
at other plants. res _— 
It is important to note also that one of the largest of the Sacramento cannerj 

also owns and operates its own marine terminal in Alameda, Calif., and altho a 
from a freight rate standpoint it is presently more economical for them to shi 
their Sacramento production to Stockton, instead, they move heavy tonna : 
from Sacramento to their Alameda terminal where the loss in freight ig a 
by earnings of the marine terminal operation, plus the fact that they obtain the 
benefits of the consolidation process outlined above. It should also be pointes 
out that while there has been a substantial increase in the canning of California 
fruits and vegetables, there has been a correspondingly heavy increase in Pacific 
coast population, and the increase in canning has been largely to take care 
of the increased west coast markets. 


All inbound cargo 


We estimate that a reasonable annual average of inbound cargo would pot 
exceed 30,000 tons. Our conclusions are reached after careful analysis of the 
experiences of the port of Stockton where there is presently no competition for 
this traffic from a port at Sacramento, Despite the absence of competition, hoy. 
ever, the facts are that the amount of inbound cargo handled by the port of 
Stockton for consumption by the Sacramento area is negligible, and the ¢op- 
struction of a port at Sacramento would not appreciably change the situation, 
The movement of heavy steel and manufacturing plants to the Pacific coast has 
lessened any possibility of increased inbound waterborne products to the Sacra- 
mento area. These plants are moving west solely to serve the Pacific slope. 


Predicted new tonnage 

Any predicted new tonnage is certainly an arbitrary allowance. The dry cargo 
movements through all San Francisco Bay ports and tributary rivers, shown for 
the period of 1925-40 compared with the year 1953, reflects a decline of 2,668,000 
tons, or a drop of 34 percent, as quoted in the Senate Fact Finding Committee of 
the State of California on San Francisco Bay Ports, 1951, General Session, 
California Legislature, and 1953 figures of the Waterborne Commerce of the 
United States, published by the United States Army engineers. 


Deep draft transportation savings creditable to the project 


To determine the transportation savings on deep draft tonnage creditable to 
the project, a unit savings per ton must be determined. 

Of course, there will be savings realized by the shipper in many instances in 
the form of lower inland freight rates. On the other hand, however, these are 
offset by an added expense to the vessel operator for sending a ship from San 
Francisco to Sacramento, and return. Our investigation shows that the daily 
cost for all vessels, foreign or domestic, averages $3,000 per day, and that 24 
hours will be used in steaming time, exclusive of loading time at Sacramento. 
Investigations of the records of the port of Stockton shows that in 1953, 54 per- 
cent of the loadings did not exceed 2,500 tons per vessel. The same records in 
1954 show that 67 percent of the loadings were less than 2,500 tons per vessel. 
Therefore, an average loading of 2,500 tons per vessel would be most favorable 
to the Sacramento project. The resulting mathematical calculations determine 
the vessel operators’ per ton cost to be $1.20 per ton, which cost must apply 
against savings that would be realized in inland freight transportation. 

After analyzing the available savings in inland transportation, and applying 
against these the vessel operating costs, we determine the net per ton saving 
creditable to the project to average 48 cents per ton. 


Conclusion 

The foregoing material and the conclusions we submit are based upon 23 years 
of experience with an intimate knowledge of the territory, the commodities ID- 
volved and the trades in which they move, and with proper knowledge of local 
transportation characteristics. 

Our study shows the conclusions reached by the United States engineers, 4s 
reflected in the testimony in the hearings on H. R. 8367 before the Senate Sub- 
committee on Appropriations, 88d Congress, 2d session, are vulnerable from 
several approaches. The conclusions reached by the United States engineers * 
referred to above, were as follows: 


Total average annual benefits................_..............----- $1, 810, 000 
CERITE AINSI GAT ONIN ie esc ay sk -4 enc neha eels $1, 612, 000 


DUES, na cre exrncn cSacn cd akan ccssbatanid neal <ihini acd Adansonia 1.12 to1.0 
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After study, we find a more realistic estimate of the annual benefits and costs 


develops a ratio of only 0.53 to 1.0 as shown below : 


Transportation benefits : 
Deep draft $260, 100 
Shallow draft 


Subtotal 


Flood control 
Delta Island reclamation 115, 000 


Sevings in flood control project costs 


Total average annual benefits 
Total annual cost 


nla Sa gh aides nin tls hits ds av chile caine ndndibeeapitdndhavhed 764, 900 
Benefit-cost ratio 0.53 to 1.0 


Exursit A.—Eazports of rice from San Francisco Customs District 


CALENDAR YEAR 1953 

To— Tans 
Hawaii : : ; 30, 299 
Puerto Rico 86, 747 
Other countries_________ wuhtts ca adesenaietame eta Dia ee __ 141, 589 


Total ; 
Japan only______ acasehs akin pa eccuics sock cinta ioe sdk lado cei le aan 134, 762 


CALENDAR YEAR 1952 
To— 


I OI aii aha ge ca ere Ea i NN a 155, 582 


aed eehe iri liaencg saiin Acces ees Dhaai tte alec agi ac alee kee ae 280, 946 
UN is ea ee ee ta ik) siege ship ee dons 142, 440 


Source: Board of State Harbor Commissioners for San Francisco Harbor. 


Exuisit B.—Egports of barley from San Francisco Customs District 


Tons 
Calendar year 1953 174, 613 
ee ie 8 2 hits, ees ac ee 5 ee ST in Os _. 140, 710 
lah oh thtisnc since th ee et hint Be 291, 65: 
Japan only 206, 359 


NoTe.—Includes rye. 
Source: San Francisco Harbor Board. 








102 
TUESDAY, May 3, 1955, 


Tue SACRAMENTO River DEEPWATER SHIP CHANNEL 
| WITNESSES 


HON. JOHN E. MOSS, JR., A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

GEORGE LODI, PRESIDENT, FARMERS’ RICE GROWERS COOPERA. 
TIVE 

T. H. RICHARDS, JR., ASSISTANT GENERAL MANAGER AND DIREC. 
TOR, BERCUT-RICHARDS PACKING CO. 

HARRY FINKS, CALIFORNIA STATE FEDERATION OF LABOR 

CHARLES W. DETERDING, COUNTY MANAGER, SACRAMENTO 
COUNTY, CALIF. 

E. A. BAHNFLETH, VICE MAYOR, CITY OF SACRAMENTO, CALIF. 

LEWIS H. DAY, GENERAL MANAGER, GREATER SACRAMENTO 
(CALIF.) CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 

W. G. STONE, PORT DIRECTOR AND GENERAL MANAGER OF THE 
SACRAMENTO-YOLO PORT DISTRICT 


Mr. Evins. We are delighted to see you, our colleague, and to hear 
from you, Mr. Moss. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Chairman, on the matter of time, we will try to 
stay very carefully within the limits set by the committee. 

I would like at this point to file statements from my colleague, 
Congressman Clair Engle of the Second District, a statement from 
Mr. Weston B. Grimes, of Cargill, Inc., and a statement from Mr. 
Timothy Dillon, Washington representative of the Sacramento-Yolo 
Port project. 

This is a project authorized by Congress in 1946. <A port district 
was created under State law to operate the port. The district has 
voted bonds totaling $334 million in order to meet the clear commit- 
ments it made in the agreement with the Army engineers for its par- 
ticipation in the construction of the project and the maintenance and 
building of facilities. We feel very much in the position of a man 
who, in good faith, has entered into a contract, has performed every 
condition that was imposed by the contract, even exceeding the actual 
requirements in an effort to cooperate and to fulfill, in good faith, his 
obligation. The Congress has appropriated $2,566,308 which has been 
spent by the Federal Government. The State of California originally 
appropriated three-quarters of a million dollars for use in acquiring 
rights of way for this projects. The State has additionally con 
structed certain highway access facilities for the port and to date 
the State’s expenditure is $1,058,000. Port district bonds totaling 
$1,750,000 have been expended for facilities as required by the agree- 
ment. We have acquired most of the rights of way, and we have the 
property lines determined for the district to go out and wind up its 
part in acquiring the rest of the property. 

Last year, the engineers used $67,000 of funds which were loaned 
by the port district under an agreement approved by the Bureau of 
the Budget a number of years ago. I think the total loan at that time 
was $500,000. We are committed to this project. There is no way 
that the local district can cease at this point. The project has been 
restudied with great care by the engineers. I would like at this time 
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(o put into the record a letter from Brig. Gen. E. C. Itschner sent 
\arch 3 this year and commenting on an inquiry made by me on a 
noint raised by the oe small group in the State opposing the proj- 
et. And after a care ul review, General Itschner states the justifi- 
cation stands up just as strongly as it did at the time of original 
authorization. 

Itismy view that the eres to the ree was considered care- 
fully by the Congress at that time. I might point out that the gentle- 
man representing the Sacramento-Yolo Port area at the time of the 
original authorization was the present Congressman from the city of 
Stockton, Hon. Leroy Johnson. Mr. Johnson fought hard for this 
project before the Appropriations Committee and on the floor of the 
House. In his testimony, and I am prepared to make available to the 
committee copies of that testimony, he firmly backed the economic 
justification of the project. We feel now that the continued delay 
works a rather severe penalty upon local interests who have fulfilled 
every requirement imposed on them by the Congress in the original 
authorization act. 

We have collected over $1 million in taxes. We are going to con- 
tinue to collect taxes year in and year out for many years. There is 
no way we can avoid it. The continued withholding of lands, the 
continued tying up of investments there, is unquestionably unjusti- 
fed. I might point out that local interests have constructed improve- 
ments for the proper functioning of a port, with a total investment 
of around $314 million in facilities which would not have been con- 
structed except in anticipation of the Government going through with 
its commitment on this project. 

Mr. Evins. Tell us what facilities have been built there in antici- 
pation. 

Mr. Moss. Warehousing and rice storage and milling facilities. 

Mr. Evins. Private industry ? 

Mr. Moss. Private industry. 

Mr. Evrys. Private industry is prepared to continue to expend 
substantial sums of money ? 

Mr. Moss. We have representatives here today who will very briefly 
outline some of those plans to you. But for the press of time they 
could go into much greater detail. We are actually at this moment 
left holding the bag-on this deal. It is one of the few projects—in 
fact, I think I would be safe in saying it is the only project—that 
Congress authorized, started, required substantial local participa- 
tion but was suspended because of the Korean conflict and work 
has not been resumed. The Engineers have supported the economic 
Justification of the project. In fact, General Itschner accompanied 
me to a meeting with the Bureau of the Budget last fall. Both of the 
Senators from California have worked hard to try to get work re- 
sumed on this project. Last year the Senators succeeded in having 
included in the appropriation bill on the Senate side funds for the 
completion of the planning; that was knocked out in conference. 
The California State Legislature unanimously this year memorialized 
the Congress, again requesting that we resume work on this project. 
You also will have read to you a telegram from the Governor. 

It is a project which enjoys widespread support in the State and 
the full support of the people in the area. It serves one of the most 
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rapidly growing areas in this Nation, an area that has real need 
for low-cost transportation. 


econolt 
Mr. Evins. Briefly, could you tell us how much the city of Sacra. 


suppor 


mento has expended thus far and how much the State of California ii. Mr. , 
Mr. Moss. The State of California has expended $1,058,000. The inthe 
ort district which is the legal body that operates the port has voted d oe 
nds to the extent of $334 million and have expended from those fame 4 “ 
funds approximately $134 million. The Federal Government has if 
expended $2,566,000. Mr. 
Mr. Evins. I thank you for your statement. ay 
Mr. Moss. I would like to have permission to extend my remarks iq’ 
in the record. operat 
Mr. Evins. You may have that permission. Mr. 
Mr. Hanp. What is the present benefit-cost ratio estimated by theiim _ 
engineers? ; ay 
Mr. Moss. 1.12, substantially the same as at the time of the authori- Sa 
zation. ity 
That does not include a very important military benefit as a result sa * 
of Mather and McClellan Fields in the area and the Sacramento Signal a k 
Depot. That has been unevaluated. ae 
I would like to introduce Mr. George Lodi. Wh 
Mr. JensEN. If this channel is made navigable to Sacramento as Itisa 
proposed, will it bring greater water-transportation revenue than now Mr 
exists? Mr. 
Mr. Moss. Definitely. Mr. 
Mr. Jensen. Why? end 
Mr. Moss. Well, we have lost in recent years—— Vir 
Mr. Jensen. Not for the port of Sacramento but for the entire HM -»,), ; 
water transportation ports in that area, will it bring greater revenue! al 
I understand there are now six ports in that area, or along the Pacific HM pyc, 
coast, which heavy ships enter. In your opinion, do you have facts HM \,.; 
and figures to prove that if this channel is deepened as it is proposed Rte 
to Sacramento, that the overall revenue for oceangoing transportation HM give 
be increased ? Coop 
Mr. Moss. The overall revenue or the benefit ? 


: cordi 
Mr. Jensen. The overall revenue for all oceangoing transportation. BH gop 


It has been testified to here that if this port is added to the other ports, HM 4); ; 
that it only will take business from the other ports who are now just Tn 
beginning to get in the black and if the Sacramento port is added the 
other ports such as Stockton, stand to lose money or go in the red as 
well as your Sacramento port. 

Mr. Moss. It will increase revenue, Mr. Jensen; it will not depend HM 990 
upon taking away or diverting from Stockton or any other inland plete 
port tonnage in order to make the project economically justified. TI 
That is borne out by the report of the engineers. I think it is one 3 joi, 
of the conditions which they imposed upon a project. vatic 

Mr. Jensen. You say it will not take business from Stockton? 300 1 

Mr. Moss. It will not divert from Stockton any major tonnage. forn 

Mr. Jensen. Doesn’t the Stockton port get tonnage from as far Tl 
north as Sacramento? And farther north? ferti 

Mr. Moss. A small amount. It is not major tonnage. I think one @@ ,j\)} 
of the very firm requirements of the engineers is that a project must, HM inn 
without detriment to other projects, be able to stand on its own feet HM hay, 
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wonomically. This project will, and we will be very happy to supply 
supporting data for that statement. 

Mr. Evins. You think it will not tend to put such ports as Stockton 
inthe red 

Mr. Moss. I would forecast continued increased tonnage for Stock- 
ton with this project in operation. 

Mr. JENSEN. How would you say that could come about? 

Mr. Moss. There is an awful lot of agricultural produce that does 
not move through the port of Stockton from the sitll It does not 
jove by water now but would move by water if this project were in 
operation. ; ; 

Mr. JenseN. That would be to the detriment of trucklines, would 
itnot 

Mr. Moss. They have interposed no objection. I might point out 
that this resolution that passed our State legislature went through 
yithout objection when the senator from Stockton was sitting in the 
vnate and the assemblyman from Stockton was sitting in the State 
assembly. Had they felt there would be any detrimental effect on 
stockton, I think they would have quickly taken exception to the 
resolution. 

When I say that we had a very small group opposing this, I mean it. 
Itisa very small group. 

Mr. Jensen. All right. 

Mr. Evins. You may proceed by introducing your other witnesses. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. George Lodi, the president of the Farmers’ Rice 
Growers Cooperative. 

Mr. Lopt. Gentlemen, in a report published as Senate Document 142, 
th Congress, the Chief of Engineers, Department of Army, recom- 
mended construction of the Sacramento River deep water channel. 
Electors in the Sacramento- Yolo port district by an election held on 
April 15, 1947, gave assurances of local obligations. Further, the 
State of California, in July 1947, gave like assurance. Such actions 
served to convince the board of directors of Farmers’ Rice Growers 
Cooperative that the project would be ultimately completed. Ac- 
wordingly, our company chose to erect an expensive rice drier and 
storage facility and mill within this growing area on the assumption 
that industrial property in that area would be serviced by the channel. 

In late 1953, Farmers’ Rice Growers Cooperative constructed a 
million-dollar rice drying and storage facility in the Sacramento- Yolo 
district adjacent to the proposed deep water channel project. We 
are now in the process of further expansion in the erection of a $1,- 
200,000 rice mill adjoining the storage and drying facility to be com- 
pleted in October 1955. 

The California rice industry produces annually from 10 million to 
12 million bags of paddy rice. Eighty-five percent of the rice culti- 
vation is represented in acreage from Sacramento northward some 
300 miles and is vee via water to our principal markets for Cali- 
fornia rice, namely Puerto Rico, Hawaii, and Japan. 

The California rice industry is highly mechanized. The planting, 
fertilizing of rice was first introduced in California. Harvesting, 
nilling, and processing methods have been improved and developed 
immeasurably during the past several years. This means that we 

ave been able to channel our product to the consumer on a com- 
petitive basis in our domestic, territorial and world markets. 
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To maintain this advantage, we must look to our transportation 
costs. Water transportation is the answer and the Sacramento-Yolp 
port district offers facilities for which we, as well. as other allied jp. 
dustries, are in great need. The Sacramento-Yolo port area can be 
the hub of common carrier transportation in the Sacramento Valley. 

From an agricultural standpoint, California has been in an enviable 
position in relation to rice during the past several years. The (Cali. 
fornia crop has been milled and marketed with no carryover posing 
a problem for the USDA or the Commodity Credit Corporation 
thereby saving taxpayers millions of dollars. 

To remain in this healthy position, we must remain competitive jp 
a competitive industry. As president of this cooperative, we urge 
your aid to include in the 1955-56 budget necessary moneys to com- 
plete the deep water channel in the Sacramento-Yolo port district, 
T will insert my prepared statement at this point. 

(The statement is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE E. LopI, PRESIDENT, FARMERS’ RICEGROWERS COOPERATIVE Iy 
SUPPORT OF THE SACRAMENTO RIVER DEEPWATER CHANNEL PROJECT 


My name is George E. Lodi. I am appearing here as president of the Farmers’ 
Ricegrowers Cooperative, San Francisco, Calif., in support of funds for the 
resumption of construction on the Sacramento River deepwater channel project, 

I am a native Californian, having spent all of my life there and most of it in 
the Sacramento Valley. I have been a member of State reclamation board since 
1943, am chairman of the California Flood Control Conference—and am a direc- 
tor of the Agriculture Council of California, an organization of cooperatives 
which markets hundreds of millions of dollars worth of agricultural products, 
poultry and livestock. I have been farming for over 30 years. 

The marketing of agricultural products is a challenge to our ingenuity and 
rice is no exception. It is highly competitive and a product consumed mostly by 
the lower income group. Approximately 85 percent of our markets are offshore— 
Puerto Rico, Hawaii, and export. Since we operate in an area that pays the 
highest of wage scales, it is vital that economical methods of handling our com- 
modity be used. Transportation is a most important factor in our economy and 
thus very essential to the well-being of our industry. 

As farmers, we have taken advantage of every opportunity to reduce our 
operating costs. We have mechanized extensively, eliminating much expensive 
and slow hand labor. The Sacramento River deepwater channel would be most 
effective in the reduction of fertilizer transportation costs from the Atlantic to 
the Pacific for which on 2 carloads in 1954 I paid $20 per ton rail freight. 

As you have seen, I have confined my statements to one commodity leaving 
to others who are more familiar with many other commodities that would use 
these port facilities reaching into many thousands of tons. 

The Farmers’ Rice Growers Cooperative is made up of some 250 members from 
all of the rice-producing counties of the State. We assumed that the Federal 
Government meant what it said, that it would construct this project if State 
and local interests upheld their part of the deal. We accepted the deferment of 
appropriations during the national emergency, but to further delay funds for 
construction if only to protect the $2.5 million you have now invested would be 
unjustifiable. I have been informed that the State and local interests have ful- 
filled their obligations; if this be true and I am confident it is, do we not have 
the right to expect the Federal Government to do likewise? 

If the people interested in this project do not have this right then they should 
be fully and promptly advised of the reasons. This delay has now gone on (00 
long. As a taxpayer in this port district, our organization is subject to taxes 
to amortize and carry on the existing bond issue and without completing this 
project there is no opportunity to collect any revenue, and a port district without 
facilities or channel is worthless. May your better judgment see the true light 
of the facts and that you immediately recommend the funds the Corps of Engi- 
neers can use now and continue to make funds available for its early completion. 
I cannot emphasize too strongly that the confidence our board of directors had 
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in the knowledge of the agreements to construct the port project at an early 
date made the selection of a site near these intended facilities more attractive. 
The possibility of an overhead conveyor from our processing plant to shipside 
js only one item that lends to the attraction. The assurance given us by port 
district officials that approximately 1,000 acres of land had been acquired by 
them for use as a turning basin, area for wharves and docks, transit heads, 
warehouses, and other port facilities convinced our board of directors of their 
sincerity. These and other advantages were the convincing facts that deter- 
mined our expenditures up to now in excess of $2 million for drying, storage, 


and milling facilities. 
The natural facilities contributing to the assurance that rice will continue to 


be produced in the area to be served by these port facilities, are an abundant 
water supply, land and irrigation development by local interests extending into 
many millions of dollars. Climatic conditions are well adapted to the produc- 
tion of rice. Other hundreds of thousands of dollars have been invested locally 
for drying and storing facilities to care for rice from the field. Rice is one of 
the major field crops in the State of California, contributing materially to its 
economic welfare, creating much employment, and further, it has moved into 
commercial channels and not into Government storage. Approximately 85 per- 
cent of California rice is produced in the area to be served by these port facilities, 
and approximately 80 percent of the processing facilities of rice are within this 
area and would make use of them. 

It is my understanding that the Corps of Engineers have stated that they can 
advantageously expend $2 million on construction work on this project in the 
next fiscal year. I urgently urge you to make an appropriation in that amount. 

To review, it was very definitely a factor that convinced our board 
of directors to expend this amount of money in drying facilities, 
storage facilities, milling facilities, and it is adjacent to the port 
whereby we can also erect a conveyor to shipside, if necessary. On 
the grounds that we felt that it was definitely a binding and solemn 
obligation, these directors, inasmuch as rice is a commodity that needs 
cheap transportation—I am quite interested in the question the Con- 
gressman asked Congressman Moss insofar as the development of 
business is concerned. I am convinced that it is going to develop 
more business there, Congressman, because there is a great deal of 
these agricultural commodities that would not go to Stockton because 
of the proximity of other ports. Lumbering interests of the northern 
part of the State would not, in my judgment, select Stockton in 
preference to Oakland, San Francisco, and certainly they would not go 
to Stockton. All that area, 20 counties or more in the area that would 
serve, it would seem to me to be more interested in the facilities at 
Sacramento than those at Stockton. 

There is another phase that we hesitate to mention, As you know, 
California’s highways are pretty well cluttered up with traffic. The 
more truck traffic we can remove from our highways, in my judg- 
ment, would minimize many of the traffic hazards that we happen 
to have in California at the moment. It seems to me that inasmuch 
as California’s economy is more or less built up on truck and water 
transportation, the development of this channel, in my judgment, 
is going to ene water transportation further upstream above the 
facilities of the deepwater channel. The oil companies are now 
establishing facilities upstream from Sacramento where they are 
transporting their product for distribution farther up on into the 
State of California and also into Oregon and Washington from there, 
using river ports for distributing points. 

Gentlemen, not to presume too much on your time, I think that 
the point that I want to emphasize and want to emphasize very 
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strongly is the fact that we did feel and are convinced that we fel; 
this was a solemn and binding obligation between the Commonwealt), 
of the State of California, the Sacramento Port District, and the 
Federal Government. My experience as a member of the State 
reclamation board, who has served on there since 1943, the experience 
I have had in working with congressional committees that appear 
annually in support of appropriations for flood-control projects, 
those agreements, those understandings, those contracts, again are 
a mutual agreement between the State of California and the Feder] 
Government, and we have yet to see one, though, that has had its 
authorization discontinued. 

We can readily go along with the deferment of the appropriation 
of funds during the national emergency. But we feel now that the 
delay has gone on too long, and in my feeling I would like to urge 
my sincere appeal to you that you make available the amount of 
money that the Corps of Engineers can readily spend at the moment 
or advantageously spend at the moment, and to continue to make 
continuing appropriation until the completion of the project. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Lodi, it has been indicated that a greater portion 
of this would be dredging of an entirely new channel. Would it go 
along the river stream ? 

Mr. Lopt. A new channel, using connecting sloughs and canals, Mr, 
Congressman. The old river channel is rather crooked and meander- 
ing. The new channel is going to shorten the distance approximately 
15 miles, I understand. I don’t have all the details of that, but 
Mr. Stone, port district director, does have all of those details. But 
it is an entirely new route, using connecting waterways for a deep- 
water channel after leaving the river above Rio Vista. 

Mr. Evrns. When was this compact or agreement entered into 
initially between the harbor district, the State of California, and the 
Federal Government ? 

Mr. Lont. July of 1947, the State of California by action of the leg- 
islature in California passed their approval. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Tom Richards of the Bercut-Richards Packing Co. 
might answer that. 

Mr. Ricwarps. I am T. H. Richards, Jr., assistant general manager 
and director of the Bercut-Richards Packing Co. We process upward 
of 214 million cases of canned foods in Sacramento. In 1954, we 
shipped 18,500 tons by water to the Atlantic Seaboard. We have 
been vitally interested in getting the port completed. We are quite 
« large taxpayer in the district. The port district is well along with 
their taxing program for everyone in the district. We have lost our 
European market. However, our sales manager is over there now 
and when we get the Sacramento Port completed we feel we could 
recover that lost business thereby developing new tonnage. Also, 
there are 4 other large canners in Sacramento and 2 north of Sacra- 
mento that would use the facilities of the Sacramento Port. If there 
are any questions, I would be happy to answer them. 
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(The following was submitted later :) 


Bercut-RicHarps Packing Co.. 
Sacramento, Calif. 

Bercut-Richards Packing Co. are packers of canned fruits and vegetables. 
our firm packed 2,528,000 cases during 1954 with a gross shipping weight of 
60,682 tons. 

We individually are producing canned goods for worldwide markets but have 
peen handicapped in reaching large centers of population on the Atlantic and 
guif coasts due to the cancellation on October 1, 1952, of terminal intercoastal 
rates from Sacramento to the Atlantic coast. We have been compelled to 
either forego some of this desirable business or to arrange between the buyer 
and ourselves to stand the extra costs of reaching shipside at more distant ports. 
During the year 1954, we shipped 18,568 short tons to the eastern ports by 
water. The Sacramento deepwater channel is absolutely necessary and, in 
fact, is a “must” if we are to market our product economically on a worldwide 
iSIS. 

. The Sacramento can manufacturing plant of the Continental Can Co. is located 
across the street from our plant and manufactures tin cans for our use. They 
also manufacture tin cans for many other canneries and food processing plants 
in the Sacramento area. Cans require thousands of tons of tin plate which 
could move via deepwater channel in intercoastal commerce from the tin plate 
manufacturing plants on or near the Atlantic and gulf coasts. This traflic lends 
itself to water transportation and is highly desirable intercoastal cargo. 

We are a heavy taxpayer both to the Federal Government and on local port 
district taxes. Our port district has purchased a substantial acreage of farm- 
land for conversion to a deepwater terminal area and for future channel develop- 
ment. We have been paying taxes on these rights-of-way since 1950 but we 
are without the economic benefits which would accrue from completion of the 
deepwater channel project. 

We strongly urge your honorable committee to make an appropriation for 
resumption of construction of this project for the next fiscal year. 

T. H. RicHArps, Jr., 
Assistant General Manager and Director. 


Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Richards. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Harry Finks. 

Mr. Finns. My name is Harry Finks. In addition to representing 
the California State Federation of Labor which urges an appropria- 
tion for the Sacramento Yolo deepwater channel, California’s Gov- 
enor, Goodwin J. Knight, has asked me to express his interest in 
resuming the project. 

I understand Governor Knight sent a telegram to the chairman to 
emphasize the fact that the State of California is vit: lly interested 
incompleting the Sacramento-Yolo port project. I would appreciate 
itif the telegram can be included in the record. 

We feel there is no economy in continued suspension of the deep- 
water channel which was delayed by the Korean war. The war was 
i proper reason for temporary suspension of construction. There is 
no such reason for failure to resume work at this time. 

This project is an investment in the Nation’s strength in the fields of 
defense, industry, and agriculture. It certainly is no  pork- barrel proj- 
et. To delay resumption of the project any longer is to throw away 
in important investment the Federal Gover nment, the St: ite of Calt- 
fornia and the people in the Sacramento area have made in the Na- 
tion’s future, 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Finks. The telegram you referred to 
Says: 


Regret my Washington schedule prevents my appearing personally on behalf 
of appropriation for Sacramento River deepwater channel project. My admin- 
stration has consistently supported this project and I take this means of indicat- 
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ing my continued favorable interest and the need for prompt action on further 
appropriation for a project which will have a most favorable economic effe: 
throughout northern California. 


It is signed, “Goodwin J. Knight, Governor of California.” 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Deterding is the county executive of Sacrament) 
County, Calif. 

Mr. Dererprnc. My name is Charles Deterding. I am the county 
manager of Sacramento County, Calif. I have been sent to this meet. 
ing by the county board of supervisors. I have a resolution from the 
board of supervisors that I would like to submit for the record and , 
brief statement that I would like to submit for the records. 

(The statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES W. DETERDING, CoUNTY EXECUTIVE SACRAMENTO County 
CALIF. 


In 1946 the Congress passed a Public Law 525 authorizing the construction by 
the Federal Government of the Sacramento deepwater channel. A provision of 
the act required participation by the local interests. In conformity with this 
stipulation the Sacramento-Yolo port district was legally organized under State 
law. A bond issue for $3,750,000 was voted to carry out the obligation of the 
local community. 

In addition, the State of California appropriated $750,000 toward the project. 
The Federal Government likewise made an appropriation to start construction 
and project seemed to be on its way to completion. 

The Korean war. came along and all projects were temporarily closed down, 
We concurred in this program in view of the national emergency. 

Now that we no longer are involved in aggressive military operations away 
from home the local community feels that in view of the fact the port district 
bas in good faith complied with all the requirements of the congressional pro- 
visions of the authorization, the committee should recommend an appropriation 
to start construction of the channel. 

Sacramento is growing very rapidly; our industrial development is expanding 
at a tremendous rate. The demand for deepwater transportation facilities is 
constantly increasing. The 10-foot channel of the Sacramento River is no longer 
adequate to meet the needs of the Sacramento Valley. In addition, the rear- 
rangement of the Sacramento River to fit into the central Sacramento project 
will necessitate the installation of locks in the lower Sacramento River. This 
will greatly inconvenience navigation on the river, and therefore, it is imperative 
that the Sacramento Channel be constructed at an early date. 

The business interest and the citizens in the Sacramento Valley generally are 
interested in this project and it is our hope that you will see fit to find a way to 
help get the project started. 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, our county government feels that 
this hearing is important enough to send me all the way from the west 
coast to appear before this committee to make this brief statement. 

You know, I am sure, that upon authorization by the Congress by 
Public Law 525 in 1946, the local community proceeded in good faith 
to comply with all the requirements of the act creating the projet. 
The local interests have assumed financial responsibility by issuing 
obligation bonds to comply with the requirements of the act. 

The State of California has also provided funds. The Feder! 
Government has contributed funds to start the construction. (ut 
request is that you make appropriations so that the construction be 
continued. 

Thank you for your attention, 
oun Moss. Mr. E. A. Bahnfleth, vice mayor, city of Sacramento, 

allt, 


Mr. Bauwnrtetrn. T have a written statement that I would like to 


enter into the record if I may and briefly wish to say that the people of 
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Sacramento are anxiously awaiting the completion of this work. They 
have been — that it would be done, by the city, the State, and 
by Federal officials. I earnestly urge you to include in your appro- 


priation enough to get this work started again. Thank you. 
(The statement follows :) 


SraTeEMENT OF Mr. E. A. BAHNFLETH, Vick Mayor, City or SAcRAMENTO, CALIF. 


The city of Sacramento is an important wholesale distribution and manufac- 
turing center. We have several hundred wholesale distributors who buy mer- 
chandise and raw materials from eastern manufacturing centers on or near the 
Atlantic and gulf seaports. Prior to cancellation of intercoastal terminal rates, 
a substantial tonnage of this character was shipped by water to our Sacramento 
wholesalers, using our municipal wharf for handling of this cargo. 

Three of the world’s largest fruit and vegetable canneries are located within 
the Sacramento city limits, one on the outskirts and a fifth large soup and 
vegetable juice plant also located on the outskirts of our city. Within our city 
limits we have the world’s largest almond processing plant, also a rice plant. 
We have numerous other large manufacturing plants of a wide variety in our 
metropolitan area. 

Cancellation of intercoastal rates on October 1, 1952, by intercoastal carriers 
stopped a substantial movement of tonnage eastbound over our Sacramento 
municipal wharves. In fact, it took 200,000 tons of general cargo off the Sacra- 
mento River during the last 3 months of 1952. 

Our people voted bonds to participate in the construction of the deepwater 
channel project. We voted those bonds depending upon the Federal Government 
to do the dredging of the channel as authorized in 1946. Our local people have 
fulfilled their obligation under the act of authorization and have even gone much 
further than required. 

The cost of reaching shipside at more distant ports in California is too great. 
The only solution of this shipping problem is to complete the deepwater channel 
project which the Federal Government started in 1949. 

As a representative of the city of Sacramento, I urge your committee to appro- 
priate $2 million in the budget pending before you so as to enable the Corps 
of Engineers to resume construction. 


Mr. Moss. Mr. Lewis H. Day. 

Mr. Day. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I am 
lewis H. Day, general manager of the Greater Sacramento, Calif., 
Chamber of Commerce, an organization composed of more than 2,000 
business and professional people. 

It is our belief that the original plan was economically feasible. 
We still believe, after the recent survey by the Army engineers, that 
it is an economically sound project. We believe, however, that it is 
extremely wasteful for the Federal Government to continue to let this 
project remain in an uncompleted state. The millions of dollars 
already spent by both Federal and local agencies will be wasted unless 
the project is completed. 

Our need, from a business point of view, can be pointed up, I think, 
quite simply by telling you that on this 3-week trip of mine from Cali- 
fornia through the Middlewest and East, I have talked with the top 
executives of two nationally known concerns which have plans to 
build west coast manufacturing plants. In each case, I was asked: 
“What is the status of the port project?” In each case the spokesmen 
for these two firms said flatly: “Your part of California has a strong 
appeal for us. Frankly, we would not be hesitant if we could: be 
assured that your port project would be completed in a reasonable 
length of time.” 

As you all know, California is growing at a tremendous rate and we 
must provide, in some way, jobs for those thousands of newcomers. 
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Completion of the Sacramento-Yolo port project would enhance oyr 
opportunities to provide the jobs that are badly needed. 

Thank you for the time allotted us. Your serious consideration of 
our problem, which. is immediate, is deeply appreciated. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr, Day. 

Mr. Moss. The final witness, Mr. Chairman, is the director of the 
Sacramento- Yolo Port District, Mr. W. G. Stone. 

Mr. Strong. I am port director and general manager of the Saera- 
mento-Yolo Port District. I will file my statement with the com- 
mittee to be included in the record. I will touch upon a few of 
the points. I will answer some of the questions which were asked 
of the others. The project was authorized in 1946. It calls for q 
channel 30 feet deep and 200 feet bottom width and is 15 miles shorter 
than the existing river but it uses connecting sloughs and waterways 
deepening a drainage canal for some 18 or 20 miles from 9 feet in 
depth to 30 feet and widening and straightening those waterways. 

This is the engineers’ official drawing. [pointing to drawing.| The 
area shown in red is where the Corps of Engineers in 1949 threw up 
retaining levees to establish harbor lines. The other area in red is 
the Cache Slough area. That area, 4 miles in length, has been com- 
pleted to project width and depth. The remainder from this point 
over to about that point would cut across the west side of Prospect 
Island. Then it follows the drainage canal all the way up to this 
point, thence a 2-mile cut-across from that point to Lake Washington. 
That, I think, will clear up some of the doubts in the minds of some 
people. We are utilizing the river to this point, Cache Slough to 
this point, straightening these bends out. That is the general route. 
I leave this official map with the committee for its use. 

Now, let me indicate this: Immediately after the project was au- 
thorized in 1946, the port district was organized within 814 months 
on April 15, 1947. The State of California approved the project 
1114 months afterward and made an appropriation. Port bonds were 
voted within 1544 months on November 4, 1947. Agreement of as- 
surance was made on December 24, 1947, 17 months after authoriza- 
tion. I have a copy of that agreement of assurance and ask, Mr. 
Chairman, that it be included in the record. Six weeks later, the 
Secretary of the Army accepted it. On February 3, 1948. I will ask 
that this acceptance be included in the record. 

Now, the first construction appropriation was made by Congress in 
1948, construction was started in 1949 contemplating completion in 
about 4 years which would have been about mid-1953. Based upon 
that splendid start the port district sold its bonds, bought rights-of- 
way and constructed a grain elevator, 500,000-bushel capacity. In 
was designed for deep sea transportation. The arrow pointing to that 
square on the headhouse, that opening was designed for overhead 
conveyor of grain from and to shipside (see appendix 5 in my 
prepared statement). For 5 long years we have been unable to use 
our elevator except by railroad and highway. Our lessee, the Kerr- 
Gifford Co., now part of Cargill’s organization, has been confining this 
operation wholly to rail and highway transportation, deprived of the 
benefit of water transportation. 

Now, as to the present channel, 10-foot channel, it is no longer 
adequate to meet our needs. I hand you a tabulation of tonnage from 
1941 through 1953 showing the tremendous drop in the general cargo 
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from about 700,000 tons to a little less than 500,000 tons in 1952 after 
the intercoastal carriers canceled terminal rates by transshipment. 
They could not send their deep sea ships to Sacramento, This took 
210,000 tons of general cargo off the river that year. It has been drop- 
ping continuously since that time. I would ask that this tabulation 
be included in the record. 

The State of California—Congressman Moss has referred to the 
Joint Resolution 11. I presume that will be included in the record 
but to make sure, I have a copy of it here which I think should be 
included in the record. 

The port district bought 971 acres of land in 1949. We have spoil 
lisposal rights on an additional 380 acres in this area, and on the other 
side of the lake over here [pointing to photograph|. The port dis- 
trict owns this property from the river over to Lake Washington, to 
this point there. All along that area there, a total of 971 areas plus 
spoil disposal on an additional 380 acres. 

The port district highway comes out in this general manner around 
the port district grain elevator. The port district belt railroad con- 
necting with all Sacramento railroads comes here. Mr. Lodi’s rice 
mill is at this point. This is his elevator constructed last year. This 
isa 5-story rice mill under construction at the present time. When 
that facility is completed at the end of the year, he will have an 
investment there of two and a quarter million dollars. 

The Sacramento district engineer did not have sufficient funds 
available to provide all the specifications necessary to enable us to 
purchase rights-of-way. We authorized the use of $67,000 of port 
district money for preparation of these plans. He has used that 
money very advantageously and has given us the necessary informa- 
tion. We are now engaged in purchasing and condemning the rights- 
of-way. If Federal funds are made available on the first of July, 
the district engineer could advertise for bids and make awards, con- 
tracts sufficient to spend $2 million during the next fiscal year. We 
urge that that amount be made available. 

Now then, as to the investment of local interests, I doubt if there 
is any other river harbor project in the United States where local 
interests have taken hold of their project so promptly and whole- 
heartedly as we have. On page two of my presentation you will find 
the details there. 

[ will summarize in this manner: The total amount required by the 
act of authorization, we have spent and committed a total of $3,120,- 
‘30. But from local work done but not required yet actually done, 
we have expended $3,458,000. That makes a total of $6,578,830 lo- 
cal investment by the State, port district, and private money. The 
Federal Government has expended $2,566,308. In other words, the 
local interests have spent 72 percent and the Federal Government 28 
percent of that which has been done. 

Now, as to new cargo which might be developed, this project will 
develop new and additional industry for a distance of about 20 miles 
ilong the channel paralleled by a railroad and a State highway. 
Many of those new industries with their private wharves will develop 
wholly new traffic. In addition to that, I may call your attention to 
this map I have here and which I leave for consideration by your com- 
mittee. You asked as to why other ports could not handle our traffic. 
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This map divides California, Northern Nevada, and Southern Orego, The i 
into per zone areas depending upon the land transportation cost ;,.jm om! | 
California ports. The Sacramento River flows down the Sacrament a 

idl : 


Valley this way to Sacramento—the whole area in northern (jj. 
fornia is tributary to Sacramento. It costs more to ship to Stock. 
ton or bay ports than it does to Sacramento from the Sacramento arey 
This Sacramento area has been held back in development as Mr, Lod; 
indicated in lumber and other commodities. In this area near Shast; 
Dam there are 80 million tons of iron ore core drilled in the past sey. 
eral months in this Shasta Dam area; that could move down for ip. 
dustrial development in this general area along the deep water channel 
or for export. 

Does Stockton serve that area more economically than the Bay 
ports? No. The State of California owns and operates the port ¢ 
San Francisco. The State of California by legislative action and 
through our Governor is supporting our port development. The State 
of California does not object to development of the Sacramento port. 

Gentlemen, I could go on and on and cover a vast amount of othe 
data but I think 

Mr. Evins. You support the position of Mr. Moss and the gentle. 
men of the chamber of commerce that substantial tonnage would be 
developed and increased and it would not result in damage to Stock-M pour 
ton or other ports? gress it 

Mr. Stone. That’s right. When Stockton was created, the samejjiiif vas fo 
argument was advanced. Stockton has developed and is handling sub- 3” = 
stantial tonnage; 341 ships called there last year and I know mor Mm tho. 
than half the tonnage moving in deep sea ships loaded over 3,003 is usin 
tons per ship. This area of ours has been held back because of high i anne 
transportation cost to and from ships in reaching market. We can't “aed 
reach the more distant ports beyond Sacramento without excessive cost. IM the occ 

Gentlemen, I thank you for this opportunity of appearing before you JM the Sa 
and I urge your favorable consideration of an appropriation for this oth 

roject. ae 
, Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Stone, and thank you all of you gentle- a 
men. of the 

Mr. Moss. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will send you the material 
you requested relative to new cargo and the possible effect on other 
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ports. In tl 
Mr. Jensen. Thank you, Mr. Moss. BP xde 
Mr. Evins. There are several prepared statements which we will i", 
insert in the record at this point. covers 
(The statements are as follows :) x 
nis 

SacRAMENTO SHrP CHANNEL—STATEMENT BY Hon, Husert B. Scupper, oF Cali: gm West. 
FORNIA, BEFORE THE House APPROPRIATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS, tan be 
WESTERN SECTION, May 3, 1955 transp 


sales 1 

Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, by name is Hubert B. Scudder in sou 
and I represent the First Congressional District of California. I appear before The 
you today in the hope that some additional moneys may be made aavilable for tims 
the continuation of the Sacramento River ship channel. This project is one of produ 
the important developments in central California. Its completion will create ¢ additi 
deepwater harbor 90 miles from San Francisco on the Sacramento River, Serving harke 
the city of Sacramento and many thousands of square miles of inland territory. 

The Sacramento is a natural center for the shipment of agricultural and 
industrial products from that area. 
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The importance of the Sacramento ship channel to the people of central Cali- 
fornia is emphasized by the support already obtained on a State and local basis. 
pytensive plans have been made for the development of a well-rounded port 
acilitY. 
ie contemplated and, I believe, agreed that there would be both Federal 
gd local participation in the cost of this project. In the past few years little or 
yo Federal funds have been appropriated for carrying on this project. I trust 
that this committee, in apportioning money for various projects, will see fit to 
clude some moneys for the reviving of work on this project. 


grsTEMENT OF W. G. SToNE, Port DirEcTOR AND GENERAL MANAGER, SACRAMENTO- 
Yoio Port District 


THE SACRAMENTO RIVER DEEPWATER SHIP CHANNEL 


An appropriation of $2 million by Congress this year will allow the Army 
(orps of Engineers to resume work on the deepwater ship channel from the 
Golden Gate at San Francisco to California’s State capital at Sacramento. 

Since the project was authorized by Congress, the Sacramento-Yolo Port Dis- 
trict and the State of California have spent or committed more than $3,100,000 
required as the local contribution to the development. Local public agencies 
have spent an additional $600,000 on the promise that the project would be 
completed after Congress authorized it and spent $2,566,000 in Federal funds to 
gt it started. Private groups have spent an additional $2,850,000 on the 
development. 

THE PROJECT 


Four miles of channel have been dug and the project, first authorized by Con- 
gress in 1946, is about 8 percent completed. The Sacramento-Yolo Port District 
was formed, bonds were floated, taxes were collected, the State of California put 
up $750,000 to buy land, and Congress appropriated $275,000 in 1948 to start 
work. 

The Army Corps of Engineers, with the agreement of the Budget Bureau, now 
is using $67,000 previously loaned by the port district to finish plans for the 
channel. Work can be started as soon as Congress appropriates funds. 

The project is shown on the picture and Army Corps of Engineers drawing on 
the following two pages. The picture shows the route ships will follow from 
the ocean, through the Golden Gate and a series of bays, to the navigable part of 
the Sacramento River. From there oceangoing ships will sail the channel to 
lake Washington Harbor at the edge of Sacramento. At the harbor a barge 
canal will connect the deepwater channel with the Sacramento River, permitting 
smaller ships and barges to funnel into the port from the north. 

The Army engineers map shows the route the channel will follow, using some 
of the waterways cutting through the Sacramento River Delta. 


THE NEED FOR THE CHANNEL 

In their second review of the benefits of the project, completed in January 1954, 
the Army Corps of Engineers decided the project would be beneficial from an 
economic standpoint and could be built easily from an engineering standpoint. 

The area which will be served by the port is shown on the following page. It 
‘overs more than 1 million square miles in southern Oregon, most of Nevada, 
ind northern California. 

This service area is, in effect, a market for products from the East and Mid- 
vest. Manufactured products, processed foods, and thousands of other items 
tan be sent into the area cheaper through the Sacramento-Yolo port. Lower 
transportation costs mean a lower selling price, resulting in a higher volume of 
siles for the items produced in the other parts of the Nation for the consumers 
nsouthern Oregon, Nevada, and northern California. 

The Army engineers, in their recent survey of the benefits of the project, 
timated an annual average traffic of 741,000 tons of manufactured goods and 
produce during the next 50 years through the port in oceangoing vessels and an 
additional 3,300,000 tons using the shallow draft barge canal to reach direct 
markets farther north. 
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THE VALUE OF THE CHANNEL 


Last January both houses of the California State Legislature adopted Assempjy 
Joint Resolution No. 11 asking Congress to live up to the bargain made when the 
Sacramento River deepwater channel was authorized and funds were appro- 
priated for initial construction. Completion of the project was delayed by the 
Korean war, but it is too important for further delay. 

Canned food, rice, barley, other grains, and many other products from the 
port’s trading area can be shipped to consumers in the East and other parts 
of the Nation much more cheaply through the Sacramento-Yolo port. In their 
January 1954 study the Army Corps of Engineers used the example of a §23 
saving per ton of rice shipped through the Sacramento-Yolo port compared ty 
present shipping methods. 

The picture on the following page, showing the port area as it will appear 
after completion, indicates the commercial area which will funnel its products 
through the port. 

In addition, there are flood- and salinity-control benefits, and there is a national. 
defense value. Three major military installations will receive their supplies 
and ship out their products through the Sacramento-Yolo port. The facility 
will be invaluable as a staging area in the event of military action closing 
California’s seacoast ports. 

The people of California have done their share, and more, to make the 
Sacramento-Yolo port a reality. The Congress should appropriate funds to 
resume work on this project of importance to California and to the Nation. 





STATEMENT OF W. G. STONE, Port DIRECTOR, SACRAMENTO-YOLO Porr DiIsTric1, 
SACRAMENTO, CALIF. 


The Sacramento River deepwater channel project was authorized in 1946 
by Public Law 525, construction started by the Federal Government in 149, 
but due to the Korean outbreak in June 1950, the construction program was 
slowed down and eventually construction was stopped after completing about 
4 miles of the deepwater channel in the Cache Slough area. 

The Sacramento-Yolo Port District, created for the specific purpose of devel- 
oping the project, gave assurance to the Federal Government it would meet 
the requirements of the act of authorization (see appendix I), then bonded and 
taxed the port district to carry out the provisions of that agreement. Up to 
the present time the port district has collected $1,082,572 in taxes since it was 
created in 1947 in order to amortize outstanding bonds, purchase rights-of-way 
requested by the Federal Government, and carry out port district plans and 
operations, all in compliance with above agreement of assurance. 

The 4-year delay, 1951 to 1955, in completing the dredging of the channel by 
the Federal Government is placing an additional heavy financial burden on 
our local people and is costing vast sums of money in both amortization ant 
operating costs without receiving corresponding economic benefits from the 
project as intended. 

The Federal Government started the project in accordance with the 1M 
authorization. Local interests immediately met their prescribed obligations 
and have even gone much further along those lines than required. For example, 
the port district loaned $500,000 of its bond money to speed up the start of the 
construction program. 

Let’s take a look at the investment made by local interests and also by the 
Federal Government since the project was authorized in 1946 and actual cob- 
struction started in August 1949. The following statement tells a most interest 
ing story: 


Expenditure required of and met by local interests: 
Port taxes collected for bonds, port design, right-of-way and 
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Expenditures made by local interests due to start of project although 
not specifically required by local interests: 

State of California: Harbor Boulevard overpass $288, 000 
Ryer Island ramp 20, 000 
Port money loaned to Federal Government 200, 000 
Excavation, channel and barge canal 100, 000 
Farmers’ Rice Growers Cooperative 2, 250, 000 
Haslett Port warehouse 300, 000 
Haslett Port warehouse 300, 000 
Total 8, 458, 000 

Total made on account of start of port but not required in authoriza- 
tion act 3, 458, 000 
Total local investment made or committed to Apr. 1, 1955 6, 578, 830 
Total Federal investment to June 30, 1954 : ; 2, 566, 308 


For example: Expenditures required of local interests and which have already 
been made, $3,026,830; rights-of-way under negotiation at the present time, 
total $94,000, making a total local investment already made and committed of 
83,120,830. Looking at the right-hand column, we find local public and private 
interests have met and now have under construction a total of $3,458,000 im- 
provements and developments made wholly as a result of start of construction 
of the deepwater channel project by the United States but which were not 
actually required of those local interests under the act of authorization. When 
we add this total of $38,458,000 not required to the required investment of 
$3,120,830, we obtain a total investment made and committed up to April 1, 
1955, of $6,578,830. 

The Federal Government investment in planning and construction of the 
deepwater channel project up to June 30, 1954, is $2,566,308. You will note, 
therefore, the local investment is 2% times that of the Federal Government. 

The Sacramento district engineer had no available funds to provide necessary 
rights-of-way specifications. This has delayed purchase of many easements and 
rights-of-way. To overcome this handicap, our port district commission in 
194 authorized the use of $67,000 unexpended port district funds for this pur- 
pose—same having been previously loaned to the Federal Government. I am 
pleased to report that the Sacramento district engineer has made excellent use 
of those funds and has just furnished us a list of virtually all necessary rights- 
of-way and pursuant thereto, agreements are being worked out with most of 
the landowners for such easements and rights-of-way. We will leave nothing 
undone, however, to have all the particular easements and rights-of-way in the 
hands of the district engineer in ample time to proceed with his construction 
timetable immediately after July 1, 1955. In fact, the port district has owned 
almost 1,000 acres of these lands for the past 6 years. 

One phase of local participation in the project is the relocation of a portion 
of California State Highway 99 across the barge canal bridge. Farmland and 
a large number of city lots were purchased by the port district in 1949-50 for 
rights-of-way for this relocation. An agreement was executed February 20, 
1950, between the port district and the California Department of Public Works, 
Division of Highways, but this agreement carried an expiration date of Febru- 
ary 20, 1955, unless the Federal Government had constructed the barge canal 
and its bridge. It became necessary, therefore, to take it up with the California 
Department of Public Works, Division of Highways, and secure a 5-year exten- 
sion of this agreement due to failure of the Federal Government to proceed with 
construction as contemplated when rights-of-way were purchased for this high- 
Way relocation in 1949. The agreement was finally extended for an additional 
i years to February 20, 1960. 

The Sacramento district engineer has made excellent long-range plans in de- 
‘ishing the deepwater channel project itself and these plans mean that the 
project will not have to be changed 5 or 6 times in the near future. It is a 
projet which will serve a long-range navigation program. Our port district 
terminal plans have been worked out on the same long-range basis. 

I call your attention to appendix 2 which shows the nature and scope of these 
plans. The shaded area comprises 971 acres on which the port district has 
owned the fee title since 1949. Six vears have passed and no work done on it 
‘xcept to build the levees in 1949. Why delay the construction? As a matter 
of fact, our port district plans and those of the Sacramento district engineer 
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have advanced to the point where he (the district engineer) can advertise 
for bids immediately after July 1, 1955, if funds are made available to him. — 

A definite need exists for an additional inland port in northern California 
for the reason that existing northern California ports cannot economically 
handle Sacramento and Sacramento area traffic. Frankly, it costs vast suns 
of money exceeding $1,500,000 annually for this Sacramento area traffic origingt. 
ing in more than 20 counties north and east of Sacramento to reach those more 
distant northern California ports. The existing deepwater port facilities aro 
simply not in the right place to handle the ever-increasing volume of trafic 
produced in the Sacramento tributary area. It also costs more to load ships 
at most of those more distant ports. It is a well-known fact that ships follow 
cargo throughout the world. It is also a fact that new inland ports, with the 
latest cargo handling devices permit speedier loading and discharging of cargo 
and therefor effect a substantial saving to steamship companies when their 
vessels are sent to such inland ports. In other words, speedy cargo handling 
and a quick turnaround of the vessel cut ship operating costs. 

The following brief statement of facts will, I think, be helpful. The Sacro. 
mento River deepwater channel project was authorized by Public Law 525 
on July 24, 1946. The plans call for a channel 30 feet deen and 200 feet bottom 
width. It is 15 miles shorter than the present crooked river route, accomplished 
by using connecting sloughs and waterways and by so doing is practically straight, 
without sharp bends in the channel. The deepwater channel terminates in Lake 
Washington with a large turning basin for maneuvering of vessels in the harbor. 
A shallow draft barge canal 13 feet deep and 86 feet wide through the shallow 
draft lock will connect the deepwater turning basin with the Sacramento River, 
a distance of 14%, miles. This lock keeps floodwaters and river currents out 
of the deepwater channel for the last 25 miles. 

Appendix 4 is the district engineer’s drawing of the project indicating a 4-mile 
section completed in 1951, completed portion being shown in red and with the 
turning basin and harbor lines at Lake Washington also shown in red. The 
heavy black line shows the route of the channel via the last 25 miles. Whena 
ship enters this channel, it will be comparable to navigating a smooth lake for 
the last 25 miles to the deepwater turning basin. We have had a model of the 
Sacramento River deepwater channel made to scale showing the route of the 
channel from the turning basin in Lake Washington to the sea at San Francisco. 
This model has been photographed and a print of this photograph supplied to you 
shows that the turning basin at the head of the deep-sea channel has a short, 
shallow draft barge canal connecting with the river. A lock in the barge canal 
shown in the inset in the upper left-hand corner of the photograph, keeps 
Sacramento River water from entering the turning basin and the deepwater 
channel except as shallow draft vessels pass through the lock. Incidentally, 
the river is navigable upstream for more than 100 miles. This permits the river 
to serve as a feeder to the deepwater vessels in the harbor. 

The channel itself is almost straight for 25 miles downstream. This is accon- 
plished by using drainage canals and sloughs connected with the Sacramento 
River. There will be no river currents or flood waters entering this channel to 
interfere with navigation. Four miles of the channel were completed by the 
Federal Government in 1951 at a point just above the only bridge across the 
channel which is at Rio Vista. This model was constructed to scale, consequently, 
the photograph reflects a correct picture of this deepwater channel development 
which will bring deep-sea ships 90 miles inland to serve a rapidly developing and 
tonnage producing area. 

The Sacramento-Yolo port district was created April 15, 1947 for the specific 
purpose of developing the deepwater channel and port terminal facilities and to 
provide the necessary corporate entity to represent local interests in dealing with 
the Federal Government, the State of California and others. } 

The State of California by legislative action July 7, 1947 indicated statewide 
interest in the project by approving and making an appropriation of $750.00 to 
the port district for rights of way, contingent upon the Federal Government mak- 
ing an appropriation for construction and the further requirement that the port 
district vote additional bonds for local participation. 

The port district made long-range plans for port development and on November 
4, 1947 voted $3,750.000 to finance local participation, then immediately ol 
structed belt railroad facilities, highways, a grain elevator, a grain warehouse 
and other improvements. 

The agreement of assurance to the Federal Government (appendix 1) WS 
accepted by the Secretary of Army February 3, 1948 (appendix 3). 
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In 1948 Congress made its first construction appropriation of $275,000, thereby 
releasing the State of California appropriation of $750,000 for rights of way. 

In May 1949 the port district purchased its first property for rights of way and 
following thereafter, additional necessary rights of way for the upper 2 miles 
of the deepwater channel, the harbor, barge canal and in addition, areas for 
future warehouses, wharves, transit sheds and other port development facilities. 
A total of 971 acres was purchased in 1949 (appendix 2). 

The Federal Government broke ground and started construction on August 7, 
149 and at that time the completion date was scheduled for July 1953. 

Based upon that prompt and splendid start in construction by the Federal 
Government, the port district on September 19, 1949 contracted to build a 500,000- 
bushel-capacity grain elevator and on the same day leased it to the Kerr-Gifford 
& Co., Inc., of California, an experienced grain merchant. Belt railroad facili- 
ties and highways were constructed and this elevator began its operation July 1, 
1950. Both the port district and the lessee of this elevator anticipated and, in 
fact, very definitely expected and depended upon water transportation being 
made available to the elevator in about 3 years time. This has not been accom- 
plished. The elevator can only be used by rail and highway. We direct your 
attention to appendix 5, a photograph of this elevator. You will note the large 
black arrow pointing to a large square on the head house of this elevator. This 
square was designed for a direct shipside conveyor to the waterfront for handling 
of grain, both by deep-sea vessels and by shallow-draft vessels. For 5 long years 
this elevator has been used only by rail and highway. When, yes, when—may 
we ask—will it be possible for us to open this door and make this elevator used 
as it was intended, namely for the interchange of traffic between deep-sea and 
shallow-draft vessels on one hand and rail and highway carriers on the other? 

The present 10 foot channel in the Sacramento River is no longer adequate 
tomeet the needs of commerce. Intercoastal steamship companies canceled inter- 
coastal terminal rates to the Atlantic coast by transshipment on October 1, 1952. 
This immediately took about 210,000 tons of general cargo off the Sacramento 
River during the year 1952. Since that time, general cargo on the Sacramento 
River has dropped each year. While it is true that almost 2 million tons of 
cargo move on the river by barge and shallow draft vessels, it is predominantly 
petroleum products with a limited amount of grain, rice and a dwindling general 
cargo. See appendix 6 which shows the trend of movement and a declining 
general cargo. 

The present status of the deepwater channel project is that 4 miles of the 
channel in the Cache Slough area just north of Rio Vista have been completed 
to project width and depth. This is clearly shown in appendix 4. Levees and 
harbor lines have been established in the upper 2 miles of channel, around the 
harbor area and along the barge canal. 

We direct your attention to appendix 7. This is an air view taken on April 1, 
1955. The Lake Washington turning basin area is shown in the lower right 
hand of the photograph. The port district grain elevator with its connecting 
rail and highway facilities in the center. In the upper center is shown the 
rice elevator and dryer of the Farmers Rice Growers Cooperative, constructed 
in1%4. The 5-story rice mill contiguous to the elevator is presently under con- 
struction. Immediately beyond this plant is the new warehouse of the Haslett 
Warehouse Co. completed and placed in operation September 20, 1954. This is 
private capital invested in industrial and terminal facilities near the deepwater 
turning basin, depending upon completion of the deepwater channel project for 
successful economic operation. The district engineer has completed plans for 
the lock in the barge canal and the combination railroad and highway bridge 
across the canal and these plans are now ready to advertise for bids without 
delay. The port district purchased rights of way for this barge canal in May 
149. Plans have also been drawn by the district engineer for dredging of 
drainage canals and waterways in the vicinity of Liberty Island and Prospect 
Slough areas. I have indicated the location of those canals in blue on appendix 4. 
We will have these rights of way when the district engineer needs them. Bids 
for all of this construction work could be advertised and dredging completed 
promptly after a Federal appropriation is made for the purpose. 

Local interests have fully met all requirements placed upon them by the 
Act of Authorization and have even gone much farther. For example; the State 
of California has expended $288,000 for the Harbor Boulevard overpass, pro- 
viding direct highway access to the port terminal area without passing through 
any congested residential or business areas. 
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Appendix 8 and 9 are two photographs showing the nature and scope of this 
Harbor Boulevard overpass construction. The port district elevator and the 
Farmers Rice Growers elevator are also shown in the background of the sey. 
cloverleaf in Appendix 9. This structure was placed in operation in June 1954. 

In addition, the division of highways expended $20,000 on a new Ryer Island 
ferry approach in 1951. None of this work, either on the Harbor Bouleyarg 
overpass or on the Ryer Island ferry would have been done or was it eyey 
necessary, except for the deepwater channel project. It was done in reliance 
on the Federal Government completing its part of the deepwater channel cop. 
struction program. 

Local interests have also gone a step further and have excavated by land equip 
ment 503,948 yards of material out of the upper 2 miles of the deepwater chap. 
nel and out of the barge canal. Appendix 10 shows the upper 2 miles of the 
deepwater channel area from which this material was excavated down to the 
waterline. Computing this excavation at a cost of 20 cents per yard, this jn 
reality is equivalent to a local interest cash contribution exceeding $100,000. 
In other words, the Federal Government will not be required to excavate this 
503,948 yards by hydraulic dredger. 

The California State Legislature by joint resolution, unanimously passed on 
January 21, 1955, memoralized the President and Congress of the United States 
and the Corps of Engineers that immediate steps be taken to resume construe. 
tion of the project. Appendix 11 is an exact copy of this resolution. 

Let me repeat—that delay in completion of this project is placing a very heavy 
burden financially on the port district and local interests in amortizing port 
district bonds and in operating existing port property without obtaining the cor- 
responding benefits from them. More than $1 million has been collected in 
port district taxes for this purpose, plus $750,000 State of California tax money 
for rights-of-way. 

The port district grain elevator was definitely designed for water transporta- 
tion. It is handicapped in full utilization since it can only be used by railroad 
and motortruck. 

Private industry has also made a heavy investment in industrial and ware 
house facilities, depending upon deep-sea transportation being made available 
by the Federal Government. Typical is the plant of the Farmers Rice Growers 
Cooperative where $2,250,000 private money is being invested in the rice elevator, 
dryer, the rice mill and warehouse presently under construction, shown in ap 
pendix 7. This investment is being made on the premise the Federal Govern- 
ment will quickly complete the project. 

The Haslett Sacramento-Yolo port warehouse has been constructed by private 
capital at a cost exceeding $300,000, contiguous to the port and placed it in opera- 
tion September 20, 1954. Appendixes 12 and 13 show 2 exterior views of this 
warehouse and cargo available for water transportation stored in the warehouse 
is shown in appendixes 14 and 15. Notwithstanding this preparation to make 
this cargo available for water transportation, it can use only rail and highway 
until the deepwater channel is completed. 

Appendix 16 shows two immense Erickson warehouses in North Sacramento. 
150 feet in width by 600 feet in length, each providing 90,000 square feet of 
warehouse space. One of these warehouses is used wholly for storage of canned 
fruits and vegetables, a substantial portion of which would move by water 
to worldwide markets. The other warehouse is presently used for Government 
long-term storage of grain. 

Appendix 17 is a typical cannery warehouse scene at Sacramento where canned 
fruits and vegetables are shown in storage after canning, preparatory t0 
shipment to worldwide markets. 

Appendix 18 is a new rice hull byproducts plant constructed in West Sacra 
mento in 1954 at a cost exceeding $300,000. re 

Appendix 19 shows the concentration of major military installations within 
2 50-mile radius of the deepwater turning basin in Lake Washington. These 
military establishments can make substantial economic use of the deepwater 
channel project, making the project contribute to the efficiency and economy of 
our national defense program. 

It is most essential that a minimum of $2 million be appropriated for fiscal 
year 1955-56 in order that the Sacramento district engineer can advertise for 
bids and make construction contracts to cover the work which he can actually 
have accomplished between July 1, 1955, and July 1, 1956. It is false economy 
to further delay construction of the project. 





In 
of tl 
for fi 

I | 


Drei 


WI 
2d 8 
certs 
State 
reco! 
gress 
satis 
cost 
spoil 
as ré 
and 
appr 
conn 
free 
mail 

W 
of C 
and 
Yolo 


by Ss 
of € 
Sacr 
the § 

Ne 
crea 
the d 
land 
and 
utili 
Basi 
nece 
and 
fron 

In 
in 0 


of D 


Ref 
Sac 


G 
ance 
Riv 
und 

It 
fur 





yare- 
able 
wers 
ator, 


ap 
ern 


vate 
eT a- 
this 
ouse 
nake 
way 


nto, 
t of 
ined 
ater 
nent 


ined 
’ fo 


cra- 


thin 
hese 
ater 
y of 


seal 

for 
ally 
omy 


121 


In view of the foregoing facts we earnestly request favorable consideration 
ef this honorable committee to our request for this $2 million appropriation 
for fiseal year 1955-56. a 

I thank the committee for the privilege of making this presentation. 


DeepWATER CHANNEL, SACRAMENTO River, SACRAMENTO, CALIF.—AGREEMENT OF 
ASSURANCE TO THE SECRETARY OF THE ARMY 


~ 


Whereas the Congress of the United States, by Public Law 525, 79th Congress, 
od session, approved on July 24, 1946, did authorize the construction of that 
certain deepwater channel on the Sacramento River, near Sacramento, in the 
State of California, in accordance with the plans and subject to the conditions 
recommended by the Chief of Engineers in Senate Document No. 142, 79th Con- 
gress, 2d session, and did also require that local interests furnish asurances 
satisfactory to the Secretary of the Army that they will (a) furnish without 
cost to the United States all necessary lands, easements, rights-of-way, and 
spoil-disposal areas for the initial work and subsequent maintenance when and 
as required and to make all necessary utility changes; (b) construct, operate, 
and maintain at the Washington Lake Basin an adequate public terminal as 
approved by the Chief of Engineers with necessary utilities and rail and highway 
connections open to all on equal terms; and (c) hold and save the United States 
free from any damages which may arise from construction, operation, and 
maintenance of the improvements; and 

Whereas the qualified electors of the Counties of Sacramento and Yolo, State 
of California, at a special election, duly authorized and called according to law, 
and held on the 15th day of April 1947, did create and establish the Sacramento- 
Yolo Port District in the State of California; and 

Whereas the Legislative Assembly of the State of California, of 1947, did 
by senate bill No. 730, now known as chapter 1152, 1947 Statutes of the State 
of California, which was approved July 7, 1947, authorize and empower the 
Sacramento-Yolo Port District, Sacramento, Calif., to give such assurance to 
the Secretary of the Army: 

Now, therefore, the Sacramento-Yolo Port District, Sacramento, Calif., July 
created and authorized by law does hereby give assurance to the Secretary of 
the Army that it will (a2) furnish without cost to the United States all necessary 
lands, easements, rights-of-way, and spoil-disposal areas for the initial work 
and subsequent maintenance when and as required and to make all necessary 
utility changes; (b) construct, operate, and maintain at the Washington Lake 
Basin an adequate public terminal, as approved by the Chief of Engineers, with 
hecessary utilities and rail and highway connections open to all on equal terms; 
and (¢) hold and save the United States free from any damages which may arise 
from construction, operation, and maintenance of the improvement. 

In witness whereof, the Sacramento-Yolo Port District, Sacramento, Calif., 
in meeting assembled, has caused this instrument to be executed this 24th day 
of December 1947, at Sacramento, Calif. 

SACRAMENTO-YOLO Port DIstTrRIcT, 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 

W. G. Stone, Port Director. 
Ivory J. Roppa, Secretary. 


War DEPARTMENT, 
CorPs oF ENGINEERS, 
OFFICE OF THE DISTRICT ENGINEER, SACRAMENTO DISTRICT, 
Sacramento, Calif., February 20, 1948. 
Refer to file No. PSKKA 800.06 (Sacramento River deepwater channel) 
‘ACRAMENTO-YOLO Port Disrricr, 
Sacramento 14, Calif. 

GENTLEMEN: This office has received information that the agreement of assur- 
ance submitted by your office covering local participation in the Sacramento 
River deepwater channel project was approved by the Secretary of the Army 
under date of February 8, 1948. 

It is anticipated that further information regarding rights-of-way to be 
furnished by your office will be forwarded within the next few months. 


Sincerely yours, 
(Signed) E. A. Brute, 


Chief Administrative Assistant 
(For the district engineer). 
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Sacramento River tonnage 
senate hill desc ils icainalai Ni densiasiticidnltltitttten i, 





Year Petroleum |General cargo Total 

i 
353, 440 456, 029 

586, 322 307, 313 —e 

609, 461 223, 195 8326s 

627, 522 221, 781 849, 303 

701, 773 254, 716 056, 489 

792, 046 285, 617 1, 07, 663 

, 030 516, 172 1, 380, 2 

1, 063, 821 477, 687 1, 541, 508 

1, 065, 313 544, 770 1, 610, 083 

1, 077, 289 513, 594 | 1, 590, 883 

1, 290, 819 684, 404 | 1, 975, 2% 

1, 415, 786 1 473, 680 | 1, 889, 466 

1, 544, 271 427, 788 1, 972, 059 


| 





1 Intercoastal terminal rates canceled Oct. 1, 1952, leaving only 9 months general cargo movement. 
Source: United States Engineers annual reports. 





SACRAMENTO RIVER SHIP CHANNEL PROJECT STATEMENT OF Mr. WESTON B. Grives 


My name is Mr. Weston B. Grimes. I am a lawyer with offices in Washington, 
D. C., representing Cargill, Inc., of California, grain merchants and exporters. 
On September 19, 1949, the Kerr Gifford & Co., Inc. to the interests of which 
Cargill, Ins., has succeeded, entered into a lease with the Sacramento-Yolo Port 
District, Sacramento, Calif., leasing for a period of 30 years a 500,000 bushel 
capacity grain elevator to be constructed by the Sacramento-Yolo Port District. 
This plant was constructed on schedule and is now operated by Cargill, Inc. 

About 6 weeks prior to that date, the Federal Government had broken ground 
and started construction of a Sacramento deep water channel project with the 
completion date scheduled for early 1953. The plans for this project provide a 
shallow draft barge canal 144 miles in length connected to the Sacramento 
River so that it may be utilized for barge transportation of grain for more than 
100 miles upstream to the grain elevator at West Sacramento. Plans also 
called for an overhead conveyor from the grain elevator to deep sea and shallow 
draft shipping in the deep water turning basin. 

Cargill, Inc., is handicapped by the delay in completion of both the deepwater 
channel project and the connecting shallow-draft barge canal. When this 
elevator was leased, it was expected that the Federal Government would cou- 
plete the project program within approximately 4 years but this has not been 
done. We realize the Korean war is largely responsible for the delay but we feel 
that the time has now arrived when construction should be resumed and this 
project completed without delay. Incidentally, the major market for California 
grain in the foreseeable future appears to be in the Orient and Eastern Asia 
where more people are starving than elsewhere throughout the world. It is 
increasingly necessary, therefore, that this deepwater channel project be com- 
pleted quickly in order that we may have the benefit of deep-sea transportation 
for grain export. 

We urge your committee, therefore, to give favorable consideration to the 
request for appropriation of funds for resumption of construction. } 

I thank you for this opportunity of appearing before the committee in this 
respect. 


CHAPTER 57 


Assembly Joint Resolution No. 11—Relative to the Sacramento River Ship 
Channel 


Whereas the Sacramento River Ship Channel project was authorized by Con- 
gress in 1946 in Public Law 525, Seventy-ninth Congress, Second Session, and 
construction started in 1949 with the completion date scheduled for July 1953; 
and 

Whereas the California State Legislature by Chapter 1152, 1947 Statutes, 
approved and adopted the project for navigation and flood control on the Sacra- 
mento River in cooperation with the Federal Government in accordance with 
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senate Document 142, Seventy-ninth Congress, Second Session; declared the 
state interest therein; provided certain powers and duties of the Sacramento- 
Yolo Port District and the Department of Finance in connection therewith ; pro- 
vided for the acquisition of certain property rights therefor ; and made an appro- 

iation ; and 
W Whereas the State of California has a total investment of approximately one 
million dollars ($1,000,000) in the project at the present time, including as a 
phase of the West Sacramento Freeway the Harbor Boulevard overpass to the 

rt terminal area ; and 

Whereas the Sacramento-Yolo Port District voted three million seven hundred 
fifty thousand dollars ($3,750,000) in bonds for local participation, and has sold 
one million seven hundred fifty thousand dollars ($1,750,000), and is presently 
burdened with amortization of those bonds; and 

Whereas the port district has constructed a grain elevator, belt railroad, and 
highways, with the grain elevator leased to private grain merchants who are 
depending upon completion of the deep water channel for successful operation of 
the grain elevator ; and 

Whereas private local businessmen and farmers, depending upon early comple- 
tion of the project, have invested two million five hundred thousand dollars 
($2,500,000) in private warehouses, elevators, and other works adjacent to the 
port area; and 

Whereas the Federal Government required the Sacramento-Yolo Port District 
to give assurance that local interests would meet requirements in the act of 
authorization, and the port district has met each and every one of those re- 
quirements ; and 

Whereas construction was stopped at the outbreak of the Korean War, after 
completion of four miles of channel north of Rio Vista at a cost of two million 
five hundred forty-eight thousand dollars ($2,548,000) to the Federal Govern- 
ment; and 

Whereas the deep water channel when completed will serve more than 20 
counties in the northeastern part of California north and east of Sacramento; 
now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of the State of California, jointly, That 
the Legislature of the State of California respectfully memorializes the Presi- 
dent and the Congress of the United States, and the Corps of Engineers of the 
United States Army, to take such steps as may be necessary to resume construc- 
tion on the project immediately, and to make an appropriation sufficient to de- 
fray the cost of such work as can be accomplished by the Corps of Engineers 
during the 1955-56 Fiscal Year; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be transmitted to the President and 
Vice President of the United States, to the Speaker of the House of Representa- 
tives, to the House and Senate Appropriation Committees for Civil Functions, 
to each Senator and Representative from California in the Congress of the 
United States, and to the Secretary of the Army. 


STATEMENT OF TrMoTHy V. A. Ditton, SpectAL CoUNSEL, SACRAMENTO YoLo Port 
DisTRicr 


I am appearing before this committee in support of an appropriation for the 
fiscal year 1956 for resumption of construction work on the Sacramento River 
deepwater channel project. 

The Sacramento River deepwater channel project had its inception in a report 
of the district engineer, United States Army, Sacramento, Calif., to the Chief 
of Engineers dated June 1, 1945. It was made in response to the following resolu- 
tion of October 26, 1983: 

“Resolved by the Committee on Commerce of the United States Senate, That 
the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors created under section 3 of the 
River and Harbor Act, approved June 13, 1902, be, and is hereby, requested to 
Teview the reports on the Sacramento River contained in House Document No. 
123, 69th Congress, 1st session, with a view to determining whether any modifica- 
tion in the existing project is advisable at the present time.” 

The report, which was based on an exhaustive study over many years and 
public hearings concluded with a recommendation that the existing navigation 
Project: on the Sacramento River be modified to provide for the construction, 
of a ship channel 30 feet deep and from 200 to 300 feet wide from deepwater in 
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Suisun Bay to and including a harbor and turning basin at Lake Washington - 
and a connecting barge canal and lock between the proposed harbor at Lake 
Washington and the Sacramento River at Sacramento. 

The report of the District Engineer was reviewed by the War Department's 
Board of Enginers for Rivers and Harbors, Washington, D. C., and was the gsyb. 
ject of public hearings before that body. In its report dated October 15, 1945 
the Board stated, among other things, the following: ; 

“* * * The section of the great Central Valley of California and adjacep; 
areas which would be served by the proposed deep-draft channel is rich jp 
natural resources. Its productivity and suitability for industrial development 
will be enhanced by recently constructed and authorized improvement for flood 
control, irrigation, hydroelectric development, and other purposes. Taking the 
potentialities of the area into account as well as its current activities, the 
Board is of the opinion that provision of the deep-draft channel will returp 
benefits substantially in excess of its costs. 

“Accordingly, the Board recommends modificaiton of the existing navigation 
project for Sacramento River, Calif., to provide for construction of a ship 
channel * * *; in general accordance with the plans of the district engineer 
as shown on the accompanying drawing * * *.” 

Under the date of February 8, 1946, the Chief of Engineers transmitted the 
favorable report of the Board of Engineers for River and Harbors to the Senate 
Committee on Commerce. 

In April of the same year the House Committee on Rivers and Harbors held 
3 days of public hearings on the project. The corresponding Senate committee 
also held similar hearings shortly thereafter. Both committees reported favor- 
ably on the project and provided for its authorization in the Rivers and Harbors 
Act of 1946, which became Public Law 525, 79th Congress, 2d session. 

Congress made an appropriation of $250,000 to start construction in the 
Civil Functions Appropriation Act for fiscal year 1949, supplemented by $25,000 
for design work from other funds. It followed this with a second appropriation 
of $1,700,000 for the fiscal vear 1950. The President’s budget for the fiscal 
year 1951 contained a recommendation of $2,500,000 for the project, against 
which the House allowed $1,500,000 and the Senate $2,500,000. While the bill 
was in conference the Korean conflict broke out. The President, in a message 
to Congress dated July 19, 1950, and in a directive 2 days later to the Secretary 
of the Army, ordered a slowing down or curtailment of civil-works projects 
“not directly contributing to defense or to civilian requirements essential in 
the changed international situation.” The conferees pared the Senate bill by 
$76 million and directed the Corps of Engineers to reduce it by an additional 
$50 million, making new allocations in accordance with the President's directive. 

The corps reduced funds for the Sacramento River deep-water-channel project 
to $263,000 for the fiscal year 1951, the amount needed to complete an existing 
contract. The Sacramento district engineer reports the total expenditures for 
planning and construction up to June 30, 1954, amounted to $2,566,308. The 
last Federal appropriation for construction was for fiscal year 1951. 

Work done prior to the shutdown consisted of widening, deepening, and 
straightening Cache Slough to project width and depth just above Rio Vista for 
about 4 miles. This work together with the establishment of levees and partial 
dredging in the harbor and barge-canal areas makes the project about 8 percent 
complete at the present time. Preliminary engineering work has been completed, 
leaving only completion of final plans and the physical job of removing some 
71 million cubic yards of spoil in the channel, harbor, barge canal, and drainage 
canals remaining. The engineers estimate that this work could be accomplished 
in 4 years from the time funds first become available. Thus, if funds are pro- 
vided for the fiscal year 1956 the project could be a reality in 1960. 

The authorization of the Sacramento River deep-water-channel project re 
quired that responsible local interests give satisfactory assurance to the Secre- 
tary of the Army that they will— 

(1) Furnish without cost to the United States all lands, easements, rights- 
of-way, and spoil-disposal areas for the initial work and subsequent mainte- 
nance when and as required and make all necessary utility changes necessary 
for the construction of the project ; 

(2) Construct, operate, and maintain at the Washington Lake Basin an 
adequate public terminal with necessary utilities and rail and highway 
connections open to all on equal terms; and 

(3) Hold and save the United States free from any damages which may 
arise from construction, operation, and maintenance of the improvement. 
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Immediately upon arrival of the act of July 24, 1946, the local interests under- 
took to comply with the requirements of local cooperation. Within 8 months, on 
April 15, 1947, they formed the Sacramento-Yolo Port District under the laws 
of the State of California. Then followed in quick succession an appropriation 
of $750,000 to the port district by the State Legislature of California for the 
purpose of acquiring rights-of-way, easements, ete. ; approval of a $3,750.,000- 
hond issue by the port district by an overwhelming vote; the approval by the 
secretary of the Army of agreement of assurance, executed on behalf of the 
port district, guaranteeing the fulfillment of the conditions of local cooperation. 

The port district proceeded with great haste to live up to its agreement with 
the Federal Government. By December 1949 it had acquired 971 acres by fee 
title, plus spoil-disposal rights on an additional 380 acres of farmland. With 
court approval, the port district on August 2, 1948, loaned $500,000 to the Federal 
Government to initiate and speed up construction. As of last June 30, the 
capital accounts of the port district were as follows: 


1. Buildings, railways, pavement, channels, ete. : 
Grain elevator, 500,000-bushel capacity leased for 30 years to 
Kerr Gifford & Co., Inc., of California $802, 759. 60 
Grain elevator office building_— 20, 465. 43 
Future grain elevator expansion 4, 000. 00 
Belt railroad, 4 miles of belt railroad connecting with both the 
Southern Pacific and Western Pacific systems___-______-__- 204, 507. 82 
Domestic water line ‘ 6, 192. 56 
Fire-protection system : - 25, 966. 74 
Highway pavement, over 1 mile of pav 
property 5 isn . 5S, 690. 25 
Field office 1, 863. 76 
Channels____ 123, 615. 38 
Total 1, 248, 061. 54 
2. Property acquisition, total 696, 196. 47 


Total capital accounts, fixed assets, June 30, 1954 1, 944, 258. 02 


A review of the port district’s receipts and expenditures from July 1, 1947, 
to April 15, 1955, shows the following: 
Receipts : 
1, Taxes collected_____ siete ilies akeetas heel ten ges Le $1, 082, 572 
2. State of California for acquisition of rights-of-way 655, 770 
3. Rental, investment and farm income 219, 088 


REET ce cone iksigcis psa cs essidinvnaces ede Ae ne ae 1, 957, 430 


Expenditures : 
1, Cost of servicing bond issues: 
(a) Interest to Apr. 15, 1955__-_- acticin totee chase aia oh 215, 813 
(b) Payments on principal 800, 000 
I I a al ee 515, 813 
2. Expended from port construction fund 1, 596, 054 
3. Maintenance and operation expenses______._._._-_______-__- 294, 808 


Total expenditures 2, 406, 675 


Not only has the port district made heavy investments in and of the project, 
but the State of California and private interests have likewise done their part. 

It has already been recorded that the State legislature in July 1947, appropri- 
ated $750,000 to the port district for use in the acquisition of property. Last 
year the State division of highways completed the $288,000 Harbor Boulevard 
Wwerpass to the West Sacramento Freeway giving direct truck and other vehicu- 
‘ir access from the freeway to the harbor area. In addition, the Ryer Island 
Ferry approach cost the State of California $20,000. 

Local private interests have also made substantial investments in reliance on 
early completion of the project. The Farmers’ Rice Growers Cooperative is 
spending $2,250,000 in constructing a rice dryer, elevator, mill, and warehouse 
at the harbor, $300,000 was expended in 1954 in the construction of the Haslett 
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Port warehouse, and an additional $300,000 is now being spent on another ware. 
house, also located at the harbor. Toda 
In view of these facts, it cannot be denied that the local people (State, port mple 
and private) have extended themselves in keeping their part of the bargain MMM, the 
made with the Federal Government more than 7 years ago. 4 Sa 
In spite of the inaction of the Federal Government the local people have not he Sai 
lost heart. At their instance the district engineer was authorized to expeng has pr 
$67,000 (the unexpended balance of $200,000 still owed the port district from MMe trea 
a loan of $500,000 made to the Federal Government in 1949) to complete design Hi.» de 
and provide needed rights-of-way specifications. These funds were expended iM, ;,il 
during the current fiscal year with result the port district has been able to he loc 
continue with the acquisition of the necessary rights-of-way and easements, [If end se 
ae are appropriated this year, construction can be resumed shortly after ing $2, 
‘next July 1 ill. 
The State of California has likewise had confidence that the Federal Govern. ae 7 
ment will keep faith with the local people. Only last year its Division of Mie 
Highways completed the Harbor Boulevard overpass to the port terminal area, tate ( 
In January 1955, Assembly Joint Resolution No. 11 passed the California State propris 
Assembly and Senate without a dissenting vote. This resolution urges the BiReructi 
Federal Government to take whatever steps are necessary to resume construc. Hie har 











































tion of the project in the fiscal year 1956. Likewise, Gov. Goodwin J. Knight The 
has repeatedly urged the Congress and the executive agencies to resume work silure 
on the project. axpay 

Virtually every civic and business organization in the northern California Biijpted 


tributary area of the project has urged its prompt completion in resolutions designe 
and letters addressed to the Congress, the Bureau of the Budget and the Corps ther f 
of Engineer. Following is a list of endorsements by some 30 such organizations: dustry 


Gov. Goodwin J. Knight of California jon wi 
Northern California County Supervisors Association Inaby 
Sacramento County Board of Supervisors i frei 


Yolo County Board of Supervisors each § 
Sacramento City Council tobe! 
Sacramento Chamber of Commerce hento 
Association of Chambers of Commerce of Yolo County moe-for 
California Junior Chamber of Commerce, district II pubstat 


Sacramento Municipal Utility District T un 


Hale Bros. Department Store avant 
Rice Growers Association of California Mt 195 
Continental Nut Co. matio 
The Diamond Match Co. 
Emil G. Schaffnit TATED 
Calaveras Cement Co. | 
Tehama County Board of Supervisors My 
El Dorado County Board of Supervisors .. 
Marysville City Council 

Slater Electric Co. 

Orland Chamber of Commerce 

Yuba City, city council 

El Dorado County Chamber of Commerce 
Folsom Chamber of Commerce 

Davis Chamber of Commerce 

Orville Chamber of Commerce 

Willows City Council 

Marysville-Yuba County Chamber of Commerce 
Colusa County Board of Supervisors 

Central Labor Council, Stockton, Calif. ae 
Sacramento Builders Exchange bin vi 


Nor is the support for the project limited to the local people. The Corps of tality 
Engineers recently reviewed the project economics and under date of January 8, lay cc 
1954, reported that it is a sound project. They carry it on their roster as a0 apres 
active project, and privately and publicly have maintained that it deserves It is 
resumption at the earliest possible moment. oa 
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CONCLUSION 


Tojay there exists at Lake Washington in West Sacramento the start of a 
mplete port facility, but depending upon an adequate harbor depth and access 
» the sea. In compliance with the terms of the legislation which authorized 
ye Sacramento River deepwater channel project, a responsible political body, 
the Sacramento-Yolo Port District, has been established by the local people and 
has provided the physical components of a modern and efficient harbor—a belt 
aijroad, highways, utilities, and a 500,000-bushel capacity grain elevator located 
bnd designed for deep-sea transportation of grain but presently accessible only 
hr rail and highway. To build these facilities, the port district has had to tax 
he local people to the extent of over $1 million since 1947, and has had to sell 
and service some $1,750,000 in bonds. Two hundred local farmers are invest- 
ing $2,250,000 of their own funds in the construction of a rice dryer, elevator, 
nil], and warehouse which were likewise designed and located for shipside load- 
ng of rice. Other private interests have constructed a port warehouse costing 
8,000 and an additional $300,000 warehouse will be completed in 1955. The 
tate of California has spent more than $1 million in aid of the project in ap- 
popriating $750,000 in 1947 for the acquisition of rights-of-way and in con- 
¢ructing an overpass from a nearby freeway to provide direct truck access to 
he harbor area at a cost of $288,000. 

The detriment to the local people resulting from the Federal Government’s 
jilure to complete the project stems not only from the heavy tax burden the 
axxpayers of the district have borne, the cost of servicing a large bonded in- 
iebtedness, and the fact that the extensive capital improvements which were 
iesigned for shipside use are not being employed for that purpose, but from 
ther factors as well. For one thing, the local program of attracting new in- 
justry is impaired because of the uncertainty as to when deepwater transporta- 
jon will be available. 

Inability of deep-sea ships to call at Sacramento costs shippers and receivers 
f freight throughout the United States an estimated $114 million annually to 
ach shipside at other ports in northern California beyond Sacramento. On 
tober 1, 1952, the intercoastal carriers canceled terminal rates from Sacra- 
mento to Atlantie ports. The immediate result of this was a reduction of almost 
me-fourth million tons of cargo on the river for the ensuing 3 months. This 
ubstantial reduction intonnage has continued ever since. 

I understand that the Corps of Engineers have estimated that $2 million can 
(dvantageously be spent on the project in construction during the fiscal year 


f 1956. I, therefore, urgently recommend that this committee make an appro- 
priation of that amount. 


TATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN CLAIR ENGLE, SECOND DIstrRIct, BEFORE WESTERN 
PANEL OF House SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WorKS APPROPRIATIONS 


My name is Clair Engle. I represent the Second District of California. 

I respectfully urge this committee to include funds for the resumption of con- 
friction work on the Sacramento River deepwater channel project in the bill 
t will report. As a Member of the 79th Congress, I supported the original 
uthorization, noting the tremendous economic and population growth of the 
rea since 1949, I feel that it is even more justified today. 

Although the project is not located in my district, my people are deeply inter- 
ted in it as it will open up with lower cost transportation the great inland 
dustrial, farming, and national-resources empire of northern California. 

My home is in Red Bluff, which is approximately 140 miles above Sacramento 
There this project is located. In the early 1900’s, there was water transporta- 
ton to Red Bluff. Although there is none that far up stream now, there is no 
"son why we cannot have it again. As a result of the raising of the mean 
rel of the Sacramento River because of the construction of Shasta Dam, we 
tn visualize the day with the Sacramento River deepwater channel project a 
ulity when water transportation can be resumed to Red Bluff. When that 
My comes, the produce, manufactures, and resources of the people whom I 
‘present will have water access to the ports of the world. 

It is my candid belief that the Federal Government’s failure to resume con- 
friction of this project is a gross breach of faith with the local people. It 
early points up a question of whether the United States obligation to a local 
vernmental body, the Sacramento-Yolo Port District, and to the local people, 
‘tobe discharged without further delay in the interest of justice. 


61653—55—pt. 29 
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Those of us in the northern part of California, southern Oregon 
Nevada, who vitally need this project, strongly urge inainediate a 
construction and urge that at least $2 million be granted for that purpose. ms 
Mr. Chairman, with your permission I would like to submit for the record th 
attached letters and resolutions from my constituents in support of appropri 
tions for the project. - aren 





THE DIAMOND Marcu Co, 
Chico, Calif. or 25. 1951 
Subject: Port of Sacramento. + SER anor AY, 
Mr. RowLanp HvuGHEs, 
Director, Bureau of the Budget 
Executive Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Hueues: The Sacramento Valley is a large agricultural empire 
is well known for its large crops of rice, barley, wheat, fruit, nuts, and dai 
products. Northern California also produces a tremendous amount of In») 
and wood products from its forests. 

The nearest port for exporting and importing the needs of this area is Stoc 
ton. The completion of port of Sacramento by deepening the channel from 
feet to 30 feet will enable oceangoing freighters to come 50 miles closer to th 
great productive empire thereby saving 100 miles on the round trip beyop 
Sacramento. The producers and shippers of this area are entitled to the Sact 
mento port facilities for competitive and economic reasons. Shippers from Saer 
mento are entitled to terminal freight rates to be competitive with ports j 
Stockton, Oakland, San Francisco, and the bay area. Intercoastal carriers ca 
celed terminal rates to and from Sacramento, since oceangoing vessels could 1 
operate in the present 10-foot channel. 

Undoubtedly large quantities of lumber, grain, and other agricultural product 
including honey, would be exported from port of Sacramento. Likewise, import 
of lumber to Sacramento from Puget Sound, Portland, and the west coast ¢ 
Oregon and northern California would save money for the consumers of th 
area. 

While it was necessary to postpone completion of port of Sacramento durin 
the Korean war, we hope that the 1954-55 budget will include the largest amou 
that can be expended for work actually done during that fiscal year. 

I believe it unnecessary to review the records of accomplishments since 1! 
as you are aware of what has been done to date. We do not want the importan 
of port of Sacramento overlooked, since it is desirable to have the project com 
pleted for oceangoing vessels serving this area at a date as early as possible 

Your favorable consideration and action will be greatly appreciated. 

Yours very truly, 


I, EB. Brink, 
General Manager, Yards and Stor 





FEBRUARY 23, 1955 
Hon. CLAIR ENGLE, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Str: Inasmuch as California continues to grow and the outlook for 
tinued growth is strong, all facilities of this State have to be expanded to ™ 
and take care of this growth. Therefore, it would be to the benefit of many 
the Sacramento deep water channel project were completed. 

It is my understanding that the Federal budget does not include any mone 
for the resumption of construction for this fiscal year, and I urge you to doa 
possible that funds be appropriated for this project. 


Very truly yours, ; 
SALAVERAS CEMENT CO. | 
MEL J. Lonpon, Vice President. 





RESOLUTION 


Whereas Congress authorized the Sacramenro deep water channel project | 
1946 providing for a channel 30 feet deep at low tide and 200 feet bottom widt 


and started construction in August 1949 with completion date set for the spri 
of 1953 ; and 
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Whereas the Corps of Engineers has spent over $2,660,000 on the project up to 
July 1, 1954, having completed approximately 4 miles up to project depth in 
the Cache Slough area, and established the channel levees on the upper 2 miles 
of the channel ; also the harbor and barge canal levees ; and i 

Whereas intercoastal steamship lines canceled terminal rates by transshipment 
from Sacramento to Atlantic coast ports on October 1, 1952, stating they could 
not send their vessels to Sacramento on the shallow 10-foot channel of the Sacra- 
mento River ; and 

Whereas this freight rate cancellation has worked a hardship upon shippers 
and receivers of freight in extra charges paid to reach shipside at more distant 
ports ; and 2: bs fi : a , 

Whereas the State of California approved the project in 1947 and appropriated 
$750,000 to the port district for rights-of-way and has spent $280,000 on a highway 
overpass providing main highway entrance to the port in connection with the 
West Sacramento freeway ; and 

Whereas due to the increasing growth of population in the Sacramento Valley 
and entire Pacific coast, it is necessary to the economic and social stability of 
the area, now even more so than at the time the Sacramento-Yolo port was oris- 
inally authorized by Congress that every reasonable effort be made to encour:*: * 
the development of business and industry in the area, both to provide for ine 
basic needs of the large and growing population and to increase empiloyme ut 
opportunities for those migrating to the west coast ; and 

Whereas the California State Legislature recognized this situation and pass: d 
Assembly Joint Resolution 11 adopted in the assembly Jannary 20 i955, and 
adopted in the Senate January 21, 1955, unanimously, memori:.i-*rg the Federal 
Government to make such an appropriation : Now, therefore, be i' 

Resolved, That the Board of Supervisors of Tehama Cour.ty i nests the Bu- 
reau of the Budget and the Chief of Engineers to include an adequate amount in 
the Federal budget for the fiscal vear 1955-56 to cover the amount of work 
which the Chief of Engineers can accomplish during that fis: al year; and be it 
further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be supplied Senators Wm. F. Know- 
land and Thomas H. Kuchel, and Congressmen John Ek. Moss and Clair Engle, 
urging their support in making such an appropriation for the Sacramento River 
deep water channel project for the fiscal vear 1953-56. 

Passed and adopted by Board of Supervisors, County of Tehama, this 7th day 
of February 1955. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas Congress authorized the Sacramento deep water channel project in 
I'M46 providing for a channel 30 feet deep at low tide and 200-foot bottom width, 
and started construction in August 1949, with completion date set for the spring 
of 1953; and 

Whereas the Corps of Engineers has spent over $2,500,000 on the project up 
to July 1954, having completed approximately 4 miles up to project depth in 
the Cache Slough area, and established the channel levees on the upper 2 miles 
of the channel ; also the harbor and barge canal levees ; and 

Whereas intercoastal steamship lines canceled terminal rates by transship- 
nent from Sacramento to Atlantic coast ports on October 1, 1952, stating they 
could not send their vessels to Sacramento on the shallow 10-foot channel of 
the Sacramento River ; and 

Whereas shippers and receivers of freight in these 24 northeastern California 
counties are subjected to higher costs of moving cargo to and from shipside as 
iresult of this rate cancellation ; and 

Whereas the Legislature of the State of California has adopted Assembly Joint 
Resolution 11 urging the Congress of the United States to make an appropria- 
ton sufficient to enable the Corps of Engineers to resume work on the Sacra- 
lento River deep water channel project : Now, therefore, be it 
Re solved, That the Board of Supervisors of the County of El Dorado finds that 
the public welfare requires early completion of the Sacramento River deep water 
“lannel project in order that ships may call at the port of Sacramento and 
ad cargo from northern California counties and bring in manufactured prod- 
ucts and general merchandise, thus restoring Pacific coast base rates between 
nent and all ports of the Nation as well as to foreign ports; and be it 
urther 
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Resolwed, That copies of this resolution be sent to the Director, Bureau of the 
Budget and to the Chief of Engineers urging that an item be included in the 
1955-56 budget for dredging, and this amount be as large as can be expended by 
the Corps of Engineers for work done during that fiscal year; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be sent to Senator William F. Know. 
land, Senator Thomas H.‘Kuchel, Congressman Clair Engle, and Congressman 
John E. Moss. 

Passed and adopted by the Board of Supervisors of the County of El Dorado 
State of California, this 31st day of January 1955, by the following vote of the 
members of said board: Ayes: Supervisors John A. Winkelman, George 4. 
Klare, Eugene A. Chappie, Cyril H. Heusner and R. G, Chism. Noes: None. 
Absent: None. 

JOHNA. WINKELMAN, 
Chairman of the Board of Supervisors of the 
County of El Dorado, State of California, 





RESOLUTION 


Whereas the tremendous increase in business and industry in the great 
‘Central Valley of California has ir*reased to the point where a deepwater 
channel and port in Sacramento is a necessity ; and 

Whereas over 2 million people within this trading area would be served with 
a port in the heart of the Central Valley ; and 

Whereas the movement of huge resources of raw materials and man-grown 
products would in many instances be expedited to the ports of the world; and 

Whereas the construction of a deepwater port would prove of inestimable value 
during periods of national emergencies, particularly so, if other Pacific coast 
ports were destroyed or discommissioned : therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Board of Directors of the El Dorado County Chamber of 
Commerce strongly recommends that the Sacramento-Yolo deepwater channel 
and port be constructed and that the Federal Government make available the 
necessary funds for the building of this port vital to the economy of the 
great Central Valley in the time of peace and to the Nation in times of national 
emergencies ; now therefore, be it further 

Resolved: that a copy of this resolution be sent to the Sacramento-Yolo Port 
District ; Senator William F. Knowland ; Senator Thomas Kuchel; and Congress- 
man Clair Engle. 

Donatp H. Goopricn, 

Vice President, Presiding. 

WALTER G. DRYSDALE, 
Seeretary-Manager. 

Resolution passed unanimously by the Board of Directors of the El Dorado 
County Chamber of Commerce February 8, 1955. 





OROVILLE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Oroville, Calif., November 8, 1954. 

ROLAND HUGHES, 

Director of the Budget, 

Ezvecutive Building, Washington, D. C. 

Maj. Gen. SAMuet D. Srurats, 

Chief of Engineers, Washington, D. C. 
Senator WILLIAM F. KNoOWLAND, 
Senator THoMAsS KUCHEL, 
Hon, JoHN Moss and Hon, CLAtr ENGLE, 

Members of Congress. 

The Sacramento deepwater channel project was authorized in 1946 and date 
of completion scheduled for 1953. Due to the outbreak of the Korean war, 
construction work started in 1949 was curtailed shortly thereafter. 

Due to the steadily growing population and increased agricultural produc- 
tivity throughout the Sacramento Valley, the need for port facilities at Sacra- 


mento has become imperative. Further, the lack of terminal rates on inter- 


coastal shipping to and from Sacramento results in an ever increasing loss to 
shippers and receivers of freight in the entire valley. 
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For the above reasons, we feel it is vital that work on the channel project 
be resumed at the earliest practicable date. 

May we urge that a maximum appropriation be included in the budget for 
the next fiseal year sufficient to cover the work which can be accomplished 
in that period, in order that the earliest possible completion date of this im- 
portant porject may be scheduled. 

Sincerely, 
RAYMOND A. LEONARD, President. 


ResotuTion No. 14,486, SACRAMENTO CoUNTY OFFICE OF BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, 
SACRAMENTO, CALIF. 


Whereas the Sacramento River deepwater ship channel project was author- 
ized by Congress under Public Law 525, 79th Congress, 2d session, approved 
July 24, 1946 ; and 

Whereas in conformity with the requirements of this law, local interests were 
required to furnish right-of-way easements, spoil-disposal areas, and other nec- 
essary local participations ; and 

Whereas the electors of the Sacramento-Yolo Port Districts approved bonds 
totaling $3,750,000 on November 4, 1947 ; and 

Whereas the State of California appropriated $750,000 toward the project; 
and 

Whereas the Federal Government made an initial appropriation in 1948 to 
start construction of the project : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Board of Supervisors of the County of Sacramento urges 
your honorable committee to approve and recommend an appropriation for the 
Sacramento River deepwater ship channel project of at least $2 million so that 
a construction program may go forward as rapidly as possible; and be it further 

Resolved, That Charles W. Deterding, county executive of the county of Sacra- 
mento, be authorized to submit this resolution to your honorable committee and 
speak from the county of Sacramento. 

Passed and adopted by the Board of Supervisors of the County of Sacramento, 
State of California, this 29th day of April 1955, by the following vote, to wit: 
Ayes: Supervisors Bonetti, Elmer, Hoffman, Kelley, Garlick. Noes: None. 
Absent: None. 


[SEAL] Jas. R. GARLICK, 
Chairman of the Board of Supervisors of the County of Sacramento, 
State of California. 
Attest : 
C. C. LARvE, County Clerk. 
By Wm. H. Dick, Deputy Clerk. 


STATEMENT OF LEWIS H. DAY, GENERAL MANAGER, GREATER SACRAMENTO, CALIF., 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


I am Lewis H. Day, general manager of the Greater Sacramento, Calif., 
Chamber of Commerce, an organization composed of more than 2,000 business 
and professional people. The Sacramento-Yolo Port idea originated in this 
organization and the port development has long been sponsored by the chamber. 

It is our belief that the original plan was economically feasible. We still 
believe, after the recent survey by the Army engineers, that it is an economically 
sound project. We believe, however, that it is extremely wasteful for the Federal 
Government to continue to let this project remain in an uncompleted state. The 
millions of dollars already spent by both Federal and local agencies will be wasted 
Unless the project is completed. 

_Our need, from a business point of view, can be pointed up, I think, quite 
simply by telling you that on this 3-week trip of mine from California through 
the Middle West and East, I have talked with the top executives of two nationally 
known concerns who have plans to build west coast manufacturing plans. In 
each case, I was asked: “What is the status of the port project?” In each case 
the spokesmen for these two firms said flatly : 

Your part of California has a strong appeal for us. Frankly, we would not 
be hesitant if we could be assured that your port project would be completed 
i a reasonable length of time.” 
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As you all know, California is growing at a tremendous rate and we must 
provide, in some way, jobs for those thousands of newcomers. Completion of the 
Sacramento-Yolo Port project would enhance our opportunities to provide the jobs 
that are badly needed... ‘ 

Thank you for the time allotted us. Your serious consideration of our problem 
which is immediate, is deeply appreciated. : 


WASHINGTON, D. C., May 2, 1955. 
Congressman Jor L. Evins, 
Chairman, Subcommittee Panel on Appropriations, 
House Committee on Public Works: 


Regret my Washington schedule prevents my appearing personally on behalf 
of appropriation for Sacramento River deepwater channel project. My admin- 
istration has consistently supported this project and I take this means of in- 
dicating my continued favorable interest and the need for prompt action on 
further appropriation for a project which will have a most favorable economic 
effect throughout northern California. 

Goopwin J. KNIGHT, 
Governor of California. 


TUESDAY, MAy 3, 1955. 


Coyotn VautuEy Resrervorr, Russian River Provsecr 


WITNESSES 


HON. HUBERT B. SCUDDER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

J. MERVYN DAW, SANTA ROSA, CALIF. 

LEIGH SHOEMAKER, PETALUMA, CALIF. 

HARRY W. FALK, JR., REPRESENTING MENDOCINO COUNTY 


Mr. Evins. We will now be pleased to hear Congressman Scudder, 
a very personable representative and a very able representative from 
the State of California. 

Mr. Scupper. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

I have a brief statement to make, and then I will introduce to you 
the witnesses who have come here for this hearing. 

My name is Hubert B. Scudder. I represent the First Congressional 
District of California, and I appear before you today with representa- 
tives from Sonoma and Mendocino Counties to present to you some 
of the facts concerning the construction of Coyote Valley Reservoir 
which is an integral part of the Russian River project. ; 

This project is located in Sonoma and Mendocino Counties, Calif.: 
was authorized under Public Law 516, 81st Congress, and the local 
interests, under the provisions of the law are required to contribute 
the sum of $5,598,000 in cash toward the construction of this project. 

On May 10 the voters of Sonoma County must fulfill their require- 
ments under the law. The law provides: 

* * * That prior to starting construction, local interests shall contribute the 
sum of $5,598,000 in cash in full repayment of the conservation benefits: And 
provided further, That such contribution of $5,598,000 shall be transferred to 
the Secretary of the Army for application to the cost of construction of the 
project. 

You can see that this is a very sizable amount of money for whieh 
the local interests are obligated. While it will not be known until 
after the election whether the people sanction this loca] obligation, 
nevertheless, we would desire, and I believe it only right and proper, 
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that the Federal Government make provision to start construction 
immediately because of the fact that the interest payment alone will 
amount to a sizable obligation on the district. I trust that this com- 
mittee will recommend an amount sufficient for the Engineers to start 
is quickly as possible to get this project underway. 

During the past seve ‘aly years, while we have been securing planning 
money for this project, it has been brought out at various ay ero 
the worthiness of the same. The project has been approved by the 
Congress; it has the approval of the Corps of Army Engineers, and 
the Bureau of the Budget, as well as local interests. Pl: anning has 
been completed. The project is now ready for construction. 

| appreciate the kindly consideration by the committee during the 
past several years, and feel that we should now sarry the project to 
construction. I also appreciate the time your committee has allocated 
iorepresentatives of the district and my self. 

[ would like to present at this time, Mr. Chairman, Mr. J. Mervyn 
Daw, Santa Rosa, Calif., chairman of the Santa Rosa Board of Public 
Utilities, and chairman of the Sonoma C ounty Water Advisory 
Board, a former mayor of Santa Rosa, and a man much interested in 
the welfare of the county. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Daw, come around and have a seat, and you may 
proceec l. 

Mr. Daw. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I have a prepared statement, and I would like to supplement that 
bya brief oral statement. 

Mr. Evins. You may submit your prepared statement for the rec- 
ord, and then proceed with your oral remarks. 

(The statement of Mr. Daw is as follows :) 


THE RuSSIAN RIVER PROJECT 


Mr. Chairman, I am J. Mervyn Daw, of Santa Rosa, Calif.; chairman of the 
Santa Rosa Board of Public Utilities, and chairman of the Sonoma County 
Water Advisory Board. 

The Sonoma County Water Advisory Board consisting of key men throughout 
the county of Sonoma was appointed by the board of supervisors a year ago. 

They were charged with the responsibility of reviewing volumes of reports 
prepared by local engineers and financial consultants relating to the Russian 
River project. They were also authorized and did employ qualified men to make 
further studies of present and potential needs of agriculture, domestic industry, 
and recreation from this source. 

The advisory board early this year submitted their findings and conclusions to 
the board of supervisors approving the project and recommending a plan for the 
financing thereof. The plan was adopted by the board of supervisors acting also 
as trustees of the duly organized district known as the Sonoma County Flood 
Control and Water Conservation District. 

A special election to authorize the issuance of bonds to finance the project has 
teen set for May 10, 1955. 

Something in excess of $100,000 has been invested in said project by local 
interests through tax funds and voluntary cash contributions. Tax funds for 
ne reports, financial studies, economic surveys, and election costs: 
Voluntary cash contributions of approximately $6,000 for publicity and edu- 
( ation, 

The city of Santa Rosa, now serving water to approximately 30,000 people, 
las made a firm commitment to the water conservation district to participate in 
the amortization of the costs of said project by the purchase of water at a 
Kinimum cost of $40,000 annually. This commitment is contingent upon the 
(elivery of water on or before April 30, 1960. Failure to obtain additional water 
from this source by said date may well create a critical shortage of water for 
local domestic and industrial use. The city is now dependent upon wells for 
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90 percent of its output. At the present time the city is defendant in a ciyjy 
action by a group of farmers seeking an injunction against present and future 
use by the city in their respective areas. 

The city of Santa Rosa is also entering into a mutually agreeable contract 
between our city and the Sonoma County Flood Control and Water Conserya- 
tion District which will provide for diversion works and transmission lines much 
needed at the present time for our city. This will at the same time provide 
adequate facilities for extension to the other municipalities as well as proposed 
water districts generally throughout Sonoma County. 

The advisory board has accepted full responsibility for publicity and public 
education as to the merits of this plan. Definite progress has been made ip 
gaining public support but the outcome may yet be doubtful. 

Members of advisory group are confident that the bond issue in the amount 
of $5,650,000 will be authorized if our people can be assured that Federal funds 
for continuing the work will be included in the current budget. 

Therefore, we respectfully urge an early and favorable action by your com- 
mittee, recommending the necessary Federal appropriation for this purpose. 

Mr. Daw. In our area water is our No. 1 problem, as it is in the State 
of California, and perhaps most of the Nation. 

We are in an agricultural area within the county, and we find that 
the urban population is competing with agriculture for a limited sup- 
ply of water, known ordinarily as underground storage. 

We realize that we cannot continue to do this, because we are in 
direct conflict now with agriculture. Actions are now pending to 
enjoin the city from further depletion of the underground water avail- 
able. Civic leaders throughout the county believe that this Russian 
River project offers the best solution to all our problems, both from 
the standpoint of flood, conservation or agricultural use, domestic use, 
industrial use, and recreation. 

We have been diligent in our efforts to promote this project at the 
local level. Over $100,000 has been expended on plans and specifica- 
tions to bring this to a fitting climax or culmination by an election 
which has been set for May 10. We have endeavored to bring this 
about at an earlier date, Mr. Chairman, and we ask your indulgence, 
because of bringing it in at such a late period, at this session of Con- 
gress, but because of circumstances beyond our control we could not 
do it otherwise. 

This is also a project of such magnitude that we cannot hope to pro- 
ceed without some opposition from people who already have water 
sufficient for their needs, and that segment of our society which is 
against all taxation, regardless of the merit of the proposition which 
may be presented to them. 

We are appearing here today in the hope of implementing and to 
expedite the construction of this great project in the interest of the 
greatest good for the greatest number. 

Mr. Chairman, we ask your indulgence, and hope that you may give 
some favorable action in regard to this important plan. 

Mr. Evrns. Thank you, Mr. Daw. 

Mr. Scupper. The next witness is Mr. Leigh Shoemaker, a member 
of the Board of Supervisors of Sonoma County, the county that will 
pay the large part of the local participation. 

I would like to present to you Mr. Shoemaker. 

Mr. Evins. We shall be glad to hear from Mr. Shoemaker at this 
time. 


Mr. SHoemaker. Thank you, Mr. Scudder. 
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Mr. Chairman,I am Leigh Shoemaker, supervisor of Sonoma 
County, director of the Sonoma County Flood Control and Soil Con- 
grvation Board. 

[ have here a prepared statement, of course, but I feel that there are 
a few observations which I should make, and which would take me 
just a moment. ; 

However, I would like to submit for the record my prepared state- 
ment. 

Mr. Evins. Without objection, it will be received for the record at 
this point. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


THE RUSSIAN RIVER PROJECT 


Mr. Chairman, I am Leigh Shoemaker of Petaluma, Calif., a member of the 
Sonoma County Board of Supervisors, and a director of the Sonoma County 
Flood Control and Water Conservation District. 

The Russian River flood control project was approved by Congress in 1950 
under Public Law 516, chapter 188, 81st Congress. 

Since that time, Congress has made appropriations for survey and plans, much 
of which has been compieted by the district Corps of Engineers. 

Local interests have proceeded with plans to the extent of calling a special 
election for May 10, 1955 for the purpose of voting bonds in the amount of 
$5,650,000 to pay in full the costs of said project allocated or charged to local 
interests. 

Our purpose in appearing before you at this time is to report to you as con- 
cerns developments on the local level and seek further financial encouragement 
from our Federal Government for the next steps of this program. 

The citizens of Sonoma County are acutely aware of the need of the Coyote 
development but an indication by you of further and substantial activity during 
the next fiscal year is needed now. 

As you are no doubt aware, the long awaited North Barrier plan for develop- 
ment in San Francisco Bay has been at least temporarily disqualified as a source 
of water for fast growing Sonoma County. We are now faced with no altern- 
ative but to turn to the Coyote plan which our engineers have assured us will 
solve our domestic water problem for many years to come. 

The indicated rejection of the North Barrier plan is of such recent date (March 
30,1955) and of such great import that the flood control and recreational poteu- 
tial of the Coyote plan has at least been temporarily shelved. However, much 
stronger feeling favorable to the plan has been evidenced in the past few weeks. 
An extremely long dry period in February, March, and April has given us cause 
for concern. This, in addition to the prospect of little or no summer runoff in 
the Russian River for 1955. 

The aforementioned observation should be considered solely as being addi- 
tional data for your study of the Russian River or Coyote Dam project. Previ- 
dus data prepared by the Corps of Army Engineers has been filed with you. 

In summation we report that there is a much stronger public acceptance be- 
cause of the more definite indication of need, and that a very substantial finan- 
cial encouragement is needed at this time which, of course, means a favorable 
action by you. 

Thank you for your consideration. 


Mr. Evins. You may proceed with your oral remarks, Mr. Shoe- 
maker, 

Mr. SHormaker. I am here, of course, at the sanction of my board 
of directors, and I have voice for them. 

The thought that occurs to me is that you are, perhaps, not interested 
as a committee, sitting as you are, in any pressure, nor certainly in any 
lobby attempts on our part, but there are a couple of things which 
would bring up the status quo in your mind, as concerns the Coyote 
project in Sonoma, and Mendocino Counties. 

Over the past several years, since this program was adopted by this 
Board in 1950, there have been certain developments which took place. 
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Populationwise, we have had a tremendous growth in California. 
I believe you are aware of that. We are building presently a larg: 
bridge connecting Richmond at San Quentin Point, which will mean 
an augmented population in Sonoma and Mendicino Counties. 

There has been over the past several years a study being made of 
the north barrier plan for development in San Francisco Bay, but 
momentarily that project has been disqualified as being a project to 
be accomplished and adopted in the very near future. 

About 6 or 7 weeks ago I attended a water symposium, presented by 
the State of California in Sacramento, and presentations were being 
made by groups of State hydraulic engineers, in fact, eight of them, 
and they presented a rather vivid and vast program for water develop- 
ment of the State of California. We feel that this committee should 
be apprised of this, and that it has reached a point where we might 
call it a “point of urgency.” We now beseech you to carry on the work, 
and we feel that actual construction is now about to the point where it 
should be undertaken. : 

We feel that the people of Sonoma and Mendocino Counties have 
satisfied themselves that in their own contract that this is the great 
water project for our area, and we feel an urgency at this time, and 
we trust that you will give it honest and sincere consideration. 

We feel that we are now ready to commence. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Shoemaker, for your statement. 

Mr. SHoemaker. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Hann. Will you, Mr. Shoemaker, or someone, inform me pre- 
cisely as to the issue which is now before the people on this election 
which is to take place on the tenth of this month ¢ 

I want the precise question which is before the people on May 10. 

Mr. Suoemaker. The precise question is on two proposiions. Prop- 
osition A, “Shall Sonoma County proceed to bond itself to the extent 
of $5,650,000 for the creation and the construction for participation of 
Sonoma County with Federal funds to build Coyote Dam ?” 

Proposition B is a group of different progress developments for dis- 
tribution of this water; (a) where shall we build a system which would 
take the water to Santa Rosa, which is the largest area in Sonoma 
County, and then propositions (¢), (d), and (e) ; “shall we allow our- 
selves to be bonded to take the water into Sonoma, into Petaluma, and 
into other areas at a future date by self-liqudating bonds?” 

Mr. Hanp. None of these questions has yet been decided ? 

Mr. SHormaxker. They will not be decided until May 10, sir. As 
Mr. Daw pointed out, Me has been, and obviously, there probably 
would be on any subject of this type, a little opposition by people who 
have their own water resources. I think you would understand that. 

However, until the time when we left Sonoma County last Saturday 
morning, I personally was not aware of any organized opposition on 
the part of the electorate of Sonoma County; it is not organized. 
There are, of course, some individuals who oppose it. That is, as of 
Saturday morning. 

Does that answer your question ? 

Mr. Hann. It does. Thank you. 

Mr. Evins. Are there any further witnesses, Mr. Scudder ? 

_Mr. Scupper. I would like to present Mr. Harry W. Falk, of Mendi- 
cino County, attorney, representing the Chambers of Commerce of 
Ukiah and Hopland. 
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Mr. Evins. We shall be glad to hear from Mr. Falk. 

You may proceed, Mr. Falk. 

Mr. Fax. Mr. Chairman, my name is Harry W. Falk, Jr., and I 
am representing Mendicino County, and I am here under the sponsor- 
chip of the Chambers of Commerce of Ukiah and Hopland. 

I have some remarks which I have prepared for the record. 

Mr. Evins. They may be received for the record at this point. 

(The statement is as follows :) 


To: The Congress of the United States. 

From: Harry W. Falk, Jr., representing Mendocino County and sponsored by 
the Chambers of Commerce of Ukiah and Hopland. 

Subject: Projects for flood control and allied purposes on Russian River, Men- 
docino County, Calif. 

Although Sonoma County is voting May 10 on the question of bonding itself 
for the entire local interest portion of the construction funds, Mendocino County 
is reserving the right to pay $633,200 of the local interest money. 

This portion of the local-interest money could be raised by a bond issue, fol- 
lowing a vote of the people, either in Mendocino County as a whole or on a loeal 
district basis. 

Mendocino County has a legally created and functioning district covering the 
county as a whole. This, under existing law, could be, and was, created by action 
of the board of supervisors without a vote being necessary. However, since 
only the southeasterly portion of the county will have any direct benefits from 
the construction of the proposed project, private interests have moved to create 
a local district. 

Following the California law in this respect, these private interests have de- 
lineated the boundaries of the proposed district and are circulating the required 
petition. This petition must be returned to the board of supervisors signed by 
at least 15 percent of the voters in the district before an election can be called 
to create the district and authorize a bonded indebtedness. It is estimated that 
there are 6,000 voters in the proposed district and that over 2,000 have signed 
the petition requesting the formation of the district. That is more than twice 
the necessary 15 percent. 

It i felt that unless Sonoma County votes favorably and Congress authorizes 
the Federal: funds, that the expense of actually voting to create the district would 
not be justified. However, the efforts outlined above have been undertaken in 
anticipation of favorable action in Sonoma County and by the Congress so that 
Mendocino County will be prepared to vote immediately. 

A poll taken by the Ukiah Chamber of Commerce of its 350 members showed 
a ratio of approximately 20 to 1 in favor of the construction of the project. 

Mendocino County has made a considerable study of the project, and has gone 
to a great deal of expense. It employed a consulting engineer, John Cotton, to 
report on the project insofar as the interests of the county were concerned. In 
September 1953 Mr. Cotton made his report recommending participation in the 
project by Mendocino County interests. 


Mr. Evins. You may proceed with your oral remarks, Mr. Falk. 

Mr. Fatx. The dam under consideration is to be built in our county, 
which is Mendocino County. The prior two witnesses were from 
Sonoma County, although Mr. Shoemaker represents both of our 
counties, as well as some additional counties. 

The Sonoma County vote on May 10 involves their putting up all 
of the necessary funds from the local district, but there are changes 
whereby Mendocino County may vote, and put up a portion of the 
funds, $633,200, to be exact. 

We have, so far, proceeded to the point where we have delineated 
the district, and are circulating a petition which would result in the 
district being created under our California law, the district being 
authorized to bond itself for its share of the bonds. There are about 
6,000 votes in the district, and we need 15 percent, or 900 of those 
people, on the petition to qualify. 
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At the present time we have over 2,000 signatures on the petition, 
So, it looks rather favorable. Our chamber of commerce, which has 
350 members, polled its membership recently, and they voted about 
20 to 1 in favor of the construction of the project. However, there js 
not much point in Mendocino County going ahead, nor Sonoma County 
voting favorably, unless the Congress appropriates the funds. 

Personally, I feel that the dam is a fine thing, and that Congress 
won help us out, and create a water supply which is very badly 
needed. 

At the present time we have a rather artificial water supply, in that 
during the summertime aproximately 50,000 people who live along 
the river are entirely dependent upon the water in the river, which 
comes from another watershed. 

If that supply failed, we would have a catastrophe almost of na- 
tional scope on our hands. We want to assure that supply, and in- 
crease it to a certain extent with this Coyote Valley project. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you very much, Mr. Falk. 

Mr. Scupper. That is about all, Mr. Chairman. I would like to 
say a word or two further. 

Mr. Evins. Permit me at this point to state that your Congressman, 
Mr. Scudder, has been most industrious and most active in this regard, 
and if his work has anything. to do with determining the vote which 
is coming up ott there, soon, I am sure he favors it, because he has 
been most active. 

Mr. Scudder, have you discussed this matter with officials of the 
Bureau of the Budget $ 

Mr. Scupper. Not at this point. I have talked with the engineers. 
The engineers have told me, rather off the record, that they could use 
about $2 million during this first year. They must secure the rights- 
of-way and purchase properties and do the preliminary work, but 
they feel they could use about $2 million this year. 

Of course, you realize we are in a rather uncertain position by com- 
ing to you now, because of the fact that the people have not voted on 
the bond issue, but we do want to get started. If the district sells 
almost $6 million worth of bonds, they are going to have to pay inter- 
est on the money, and we would like to see the project get started as 
quickly as possible. 

Mr. Evrns. That is the next question which the committee wanted 
answered, as to how much you feel could be expended properly within 
the next fiscal year by the Corps of Engineers? 

Mr. Scupper. They say about $2 million. 

Mr. Hanp. Why do they have to pay interest on the amount of the 
bonded money, Mr. Scudder? 

The point of my question is, of course, whether a mere authoriza- 
tion is equivalent to a sale of the bond. 

Mr. Scupper. According to the law authorizing this project we are 
required to make a lump sum payment, the law provides, and I desire 
to quote for your information, in order to clear up that point: 

Prior to starting construction, local interests shall contribute the sum of 
$5,598,000 in cash in full repayment of the construction benefits, and provided 
further that such a contribution of $5,598,000 shall be transferred to the Secre- 
tary of the Army, for application to the costs of the construction of the project. 

In other words, we have obligated ourselves to put the money on the 
barrelhead for construction of this project. 
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Mr. Hann. To phrase my question a little differently, which comes 
first, the chicken or the egg / 

If this bond issue is authorized by the vote of the people on May 10, 
I do not know whether the local government thereafter has any discre- 
tion. They must go ahead and prepare the issuance of the bonds, but 
in any event, I would presume that they do not have to sell until they 
have some further assurances. 

Mr. Scupprer. That would be my opinion also, but we are so close 
together in these two factors, and coming before the start of the next 
fiscal year, if we could get this'money it would allow the engineers 
to go ahead with their program which they have developed. The Fed- 
eral Government has put $550,000 into surveys in bringing it up to 
that point where they can start construction, and construction of the 
project is very essential to the welfare of the entire area. I know you 
cannot approve it today, but maybe some time, before the bill comes 
on the floor for passage we will have the necessary information. 

Mr. Evrns. Thank you, Mr. Scudder. I am sure the committee 
will give your request serious consideration. 

Mr. Scupper. Thank you very much. 

Mr. JENSEN. I believe you said that local interests had contributed 
a certain amount of money for the development of this project, or 
would appropriate a certain amount of money? 

Mr. Scupper. Yes; under the act, and we were brought in under the 
general omnibus bill which passed in 1950, it provides that we would 
put up our contribution toward the project in a lump sum by selling 
bonds to cover that cost. 

Mr. Jensen. For what percentage of the project? 

Mr. Scupper. Well, $5,598,000. 

Mr. Jensen. What is the total cost of finishing the project ? 

Mr. Scupper. The total cost at that time was estimated at something 
over $18 million. 

Mr. JENsEN. This is strictly a flood-control project, as I understand 
it? 

Mr. Scupper. Yes, sir. However, there is stream stabilization, there 
is recreational advantages which will accrue, and there is a natural 

ercolation because of maintaining the constant flow of water; the 
best repayment factors to the county will be the sale of domestic water 
and irrigation water. 

Mr. Jensen. You are to have an election on the 10th of May? 

Mr. Scupper. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. For what purpose is the election to be held ? 

Mr. Scupper. The purpose of the election is to vote on the bond 
issue. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Scudder, I remember a few years ago you came 
in here and tried to keep us from spending money at one time. 

Mr. Scupper. Well, I will still do that, Brother Jensen. I am for 
economy all the time, and I believe local government should put up 
as much as they possibly can, or as much as their economy will stand. 

Mr. Jensen. I think that is quite commendable. 

Mr. Scupper. That is my attitude all the time. 

Mr. JeNsEN. I appreciate that expression. 

Mr. Evrns. I think you made a fine statement, Mr. Scudder. 

Mr. Scupper. Thank you very kindly. 

(The following telegram was received at a later date.) 
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Santa Rosa, CAuir., May 11, 1955. 
Hon. JoserpH EvINs, 
Chairman, Subcommittee, House Appropriations Committee, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Sonoma County voters on May 10th endorsed bond issue of $5,650,000 for loca| 
interest share Coyote Valley project by 3 to 1 majority. Urge inclusion suff. 
cient funds in current budget to complete plans and start construction during 
coming fiscal year. 

JAMES F. LyTTLe, 
Chairman, Board of Directors, Sonoma County Flood Control and Water 
Conservation District. 





Turspay, May 3, 1955, 
Houston Sure CHANNEL 


WITNESS 


HON. ALBERT THOMAS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF TEXAS 


Mr. Evins. The committee will hear next from Congressman 
Thomas of Texas. We are pleased to have a statement from our friend 
and able colleague, who is also a very senior member of the Commit- 
tee on Appropriations, and a very valued Member of Congress. 

Mr. Tuomas. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jensen. And I might add, a gentleman of the highest order. 

Mr. Tuomas. Mr. Chairman, and my friends, may I start off by 
saying that I do not want your job. 

Mr. Jensen. You have a similar position on the same committee, 
Mr. Thomas. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Tuomas. Gentlemen, some 12 or 15 years ago the House passed 
a flood-control project for the city of Houston, Tex., which involved 
three bayous. We call them “bayous” down there. 

Two of them are big creeks, and the Houston ship channel is the 
middle one. There are 2, 1 on each side, which finally empty into the 
Houston ship channel. I might say that I have seen water 2 or 3 feet 
above the banks at that point. However, that situation has been taken 
care of. The one on the north has been taken care of, and the one 
on the south is the one which is giving trouble. 

That is the one which passes next door to Rice Institute, the Sham- 
rock Hotel, a $50 million medical center, and a veteran’s hospital 
which has 1,000 or 1,200 beds, and I can mention many beeen of 
millions in property affected. 

What is creating the ruckus right now is the fact that the entire 
section is growing so far and so fast that we cannot keep up with it. 
We have one-million-plus people in my district. I do not get out 
and advertise it, but it is three times too large. 

They are building in what they call the median reach of the bayou 
which we are talking about, and which was authorized, and passed in 
the bill last year, to rectify this situation, a $24 million project, with 
$12 million in local contributions and $12 million as a Federal con- 
tribution. 

They are continuing to build residences down there right now. 
There are over 1,000 houses under construction, and they have planned 
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for the next 12 months alone another 3,000. There is one subdivision 
which plans to put in there 16,000 houses. It will be a town of 50,000 
people. Can youimaginethat? 

Mr. Evins. They do things in a big way in Texas. 

Mr. Tuomas. Well my county is growing. 

Mr. Evins. Well, you are making a great contribution toward the 
well-being and welfare of Texas. 

Mr. Tuomas. It is growing, and I do not see anything to stop it. 

However, here is the problem. There is no money in the budget 
this year, and I understand we cannot put money in this year’s budget 
for every project. I understand that. However, here is what I would 
like : 

The Corps of Engineers owes the county a few dollars short of $3 
nillion which the county put up for other work, you see. 

Do you understand? There is no argument about the money. The 
county has not made any demands for its return. The county put it 
up, hoping to get this other project started 5 or 6 or 7 years ago, but 
they had to change the plans on this one, which we are now worrying 
with. That is the reason why they have not spent the money. The 
county has not made any demands to return the money, and is not 
coing to do so. The Corps of Engineers does not question that they 
owe the money. 

So. what I would like to do is to spend up to $3 million to get this 
thing started in fiscal year 1956, and either spend the $3 million which 
the corps owes, but then, I must state that I have taken it up with the 
Bureau of the Budget, and off the record 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Tuomas. If it is embarrassing to try to dig up the $3 million, 
the local community will put it up, and there will be no questions asked 
about the other $3 million until the proper time. 

I have drawn up language which would cover our situation, as 
follows: 

Up to $3 million of local funds may be used by the Corps of Engineers to begin 
construction on Brays Bayou, Harris County, Tex., during fiscal year 1956. 

So, it will not get the budget out of balance, and it will not add any- 
thing to your bill. I would rather use the $3 million, but I am afraid 
the corps could not use it. because Mr. Hughes told me, frankly, that 
they had not scheduled in their plans the use of that $3 million and 
that it might muddy the water. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Tromas. This amount of money which I have previously men- 
tioned has been owed to my county 5 or 6 or 7 years. There is no 
dispute about that. No one is screaming about it either way. The 
corps‘has it and they say “We owe it,” and we say “We know you do.” 
We are not asking them to hand us the cash back. 

Mr. Evins. You are asking that this fund which they have be now 
expended in order to put the project into a construction status? 

_ Mr. Tuomas. Yes, sir; this year, up to the amount of $3 million, and 
if it is embarrassing for them to use that $3 million, we will supply the 
83 million. 

Mr. Evins. You have made a very persuasive statement. 

Mr. Tuomas. Thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. JensEN. What did you say the total cost of the project would be 
tothe Federal Government ? 
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Mr. Tomas. The total cost would be $24 million, and it would be 
handled by a local contribution of $12 million, together with a con- 
tribution of $12 million from the Federal Government. 

Mr. Jensen. I understand; of course. Thank you. 

Mr. Hann. They expect someday to pay you back ? 

Mr. Tuomas. Yes; they expect to pay back the $3 million, when- 
ever we can get this other work started. The reason they have not 
started it is because the country has grown so fast during the last 8 or 
10 years that we had to change the plans on this second bayou. It 
took the Corps of Engineers a couple of years to do that. 

Thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Thomas, for your presentation. 

(The following letter was received at a later date :) 


Hovussr or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., May 4, 1955. 
In re Brays Bayou, Houston, Harris County, Tex. 


Hon. Jor L. Evins, 
Chairman, Western Division, 
Public Works Subcommittee on Appropriations, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

DeaR Mr. CHAIRMAN: I enjoyed my appearance before your distinguished sub- 
committee yesterday. By way of followup, perinit me to give you these few lines 
to augment my statement of yesterday. 

We desire to get this project started this year because of the potential danger 
of causing many millions of dollars worth of damage in case of floods. In case 
of a flood, damage would occur to Rice Institute, a $50 million medical center, 
a 1,200-bed veterans’ hospital—not to mention hundreds of other pieces of prop- 
erty. The Corps of Engineers owes Harris County slightly less than $3 million. 
These funds were advanced by Harris County some 4 or 5 years ago for work 
done on another tributary of Buffalo Bayou. Concerning those funds, I quote 
from a letter written March 8, 1955, by our distinguished friend, Rowland Hughes, 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget, which in part reads as follows: 

“We fully agree that reimbursement of funds previously advanced by the 
Harris County Flood Control District is authorized by law * * *.” 

Mr. Hughes states that the expenditure of this $3 million has not been budgeted 
for this year. In order not to cause the Bureau of the Budget any embarrass- 
ment, Harris County is willing to advance another $3 million as part of its con- 
tribution to get the work started during the ensuing fiscal year. It is my under- 
standing this work will cost $24 million—one-half of which will be paid by Harris 
County. 

Since there are no funds in this year’s budget, IT requested the subcommittee 
yesterday to place the following language in this year’s bill, which will enable the 
Corps of Engineers to proceed with the construction work without calling for any 
Federal expenditures this year: 

“Up to $3,000,000 of local funds may be used by the Corps of Engineers to start 
construction on Brays Bayou, Harris County, Texas, during the fiseal year 1956.” 

Bear in mind that it is not our intention for the Corps of Engineers to use the 
$3 million of Harris County funds now in their hands—but to use an additional 
$3 million to be advanced by Harris County. It is my understanding that the 
Corps of Engineers cannot expend more than $3 million during the fiscal year 
1956 on this project. ® 

I hope the language set out above is placed in this year’s bill. 

With every good wish to you, lam 

Sincerely yours, 





ABerr ‘THOMAS, 
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Tuerspay, May 3, 1955. 
Crescent Crry Harpor 


WITNESSES 


HON. HUBERT B. SCUDDER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

THOMAS B. CROWLEY, OIL TERMINALS CO., UNITED TRANSPORTA- 
TION CO., AND SHIP OWNERS & MERCHANTS TOWBOAT CO. 

BRADLEY PAGE, SECRETARY-MANAGER OF THE DEL NORTE CHAM- 
BER OF COMMERCE 

WILLIAM H. FOSS, TRAFFIC MANAGER, A. C. DUTTON LUMBER 
CORP. 


Mr. Evins. The committee will now hear from Congressman 
Scudder with respect to projects in the State of California, and 
his district, in which he is interested. 

Mr. Scupprer. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I have 
a short prepared statement. The item which we are talking alout is 
the continuation of the construction of the jetty at Crescent City 
Harbor. This item is in the budget, and has been recoinmended by the 
Corps of Engineers and by the Bureau of the Budget, but I always 
feel it is well to come before the committee and make ourselves avail- 
able for questions or suggestions. 

Mr. Chairman, I am Congressman Hubert B. Scudder, representing 
the First Congressional District of California. 

First off, I would like to express my appreciation, and that of the 
people of Del Norte County, Calif., for the consideration extended by 
this committee last year in approving the inclusion of $500,000 in 
the civil functions bill to commence work on the modified break- 
water at Crescent City Harbor. 

As a result, the Corps of Engineers lias been able to start work on 
this important. project which, when completed, will make Crescent 
City Harbor a safe coastal port. Lumber and bulk petroleum are the 
main products passing through the port, and it is also a base of opera- 
tions for a sizable commercial fishing fleet. It is the only improved 
port of refuge between Humboldt Bay, Calif., and Coquille, Oreg., a 
distance of 140 miles of rugged coastline. 

The modified breakwater design was adopted by the Corps of En- 
gineers. The modified plans are designed to meet the demand for 
present and prospective harbor needs, and accomplish the desired re- 
sults more economically. 

There is included in the Federal budget for fiscal vear 1956, a recom- 
mendation of $1 million to carry on the work already started. This 
amount, along with the appropriation of last year, aggregates over 
half of the total estimated cost of the breakwater project and will 
expedite construction. 

I request the favorable consideration of this committee in sustaining 
the $1 million recommended for Crescent City Harbor in the budget 
for fiseal vear 1956. 

I have a telegram from Fibreboard Products, Inc., of San Francisco 
and would request that this telegram be made a part of the record. 
This firm is a large user of Crescent City Harbor and supports the 

61653—55—pt. 2—10 








144 


budget recommendations for funds for continued improvement of the 
harbor. 

Also, I have three witnesses whom I desire to present to the com- 
mittee for statements in favor of this project. 

(The telegram referred to is as follows :) 

FIBREBOARD Propvucts, INc., 
San Francisco, Calif., April 27, 1955. 

Hon, HuBert ScupDDER, 


Old House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 


(For transmittal to chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works, House 
Appropriations Committee, 84th (1st) Congress. ) 

We urge your favorable action in approving the Corps of Engineers’ recom. 
mendation for $1 million in the budget for continuing the construction of the 
Dog Leg jetty, Crescent City Harbor, Calif. 

The improvements on the jetty are vitally needed to allow the barge move- 
ment of wood now being wasted to our pulp mill at Antioch, Calif. The utiliza- 
tion of this waste wood is of tremendous importance to the long-range economs 
of the Crescent City area in particular and to the State of California in general, 
We again urge your favorable action. 

(Signed) Rosert E. Bunpy, 
Executive Vice President. 


Mr. Evins. Mr. Scudder, you may now introduce your witnesses, 

Mr. Scupper. Mr. Chairman, I would like to present at this time 
Mr. Bradley Page, the secretary-manager of the Del Norte County 
Chamber of Commerce. 

Mr. Evins. You may proceed, Mr. Page. 

Mr. Page. Mr. Chairman, I have a short prepared statement, and 
with your permission I would like the balance of this report to become 
a part of the record. 

Mr. Evins. It may be added to the record. 

Mr. Pace. My name is Bradley Page. I am the secretary-manager 
of the Del Norte County Chamber of Commerce, with offices in Cres- 
cent City. I am privileged to speak for the Board of Supervisors of 
Del Norte County, the City Council of Crescent City, and the board 
of harbor commissioners of the Crescent City Harbor District, as well 
as the board of directors of our chamber. 

We respectfully urge the retention, in this year’s budget, of the $1 
million appearing there for the improvement of Crescent City Harbor 
for the following reasons: 

Of the 642,000 acres total area of Del Norte County, 449,000 acres, 
or approximately 70 percent, is federally owned. Fifteen thousand 
acres, or approximately 2 percent, is State owned. This leaves 178,000 
acres remaining, or only 28 percent, which is privately owned and 
which must carry the tax burden of the county. Such facilities as are 
being made available through the improvement of Crescent City 
Harbor are most important factors in the support and in the expansion 
of the economy of Del Norte County. This industrial growth also 
permits the area to accept its normal share of the approximately 2,000 
persons, daily, who migrate to the coastal areas of California. It 
encourages a healthier distribution of population and is inclined to 
help relieve some of the congestion in the metropolitan areas. 

Crescent City Harbor has become such an integral part of the eco- 
nomic and industrial planning of southwestern Oregon also that the 
Grants Pass and Josephine County Chamber of Commerce shows 


Cre 


COP 
fro 
Cre 
ma 
the 
cer 
Ha 
Bu 
cat 
to ¢ 

( 
ing 
cen 
Las 
en} 
Th 
nag 
thi: 
ad\ 

J 
Go 
bee 
cha 
Sai 
tio! 
ope 
cos 

I 
ply 
me! 
use 
len 

} 
of | 

( 


Tin 


Six 
Sisl 
Pri’ 
Pri: 
Ore 


on 
boa 





145 


Crescent City as their seaport in their latest industrial brochure, a 
copy of which is attached hereto. We also include a copy of a letter 
from this same chamber of commerce, indicating the importance of 
Crescent City Harbor to the economy of that area. Also attached and 
made a part of this statement is the text of an editorial appearing in 
the Grants Pass Daily Courier of April 8 of this year, containing ex- 
cerpts from an article, setting forth the importance of Crescent ve ity 
Harbor to all of southwestern Oregon, which appeared in the Oregon 
Business Review. ‘These were entirely unsolicited and strongly indi- 
cate the thinking of the industrial leaders in that vast area, with respect 
to our project at Crescent City. 

Our own economy, as well as that of southwestern Oregon, is becom- 
ing continually more dependent upon Crescent City Harbor. Per- 
centagewise, ours is the fastest growing harbor in the United States. 
Last year I was privileged to ‘point out to this committee that we 
enjoyed an increase of 14,670 percent in harbor tonnage in 3 years. 
This year we show an increase, in 4 years, of 18,885 percent with a ton- 
nage increase of nearly 100,000 tons in this past year. We feel that 
this is a convincing example of good American enterprise taking full 
advantage of the help so far given by our Federal Government. 

Facilities are being added to the harbor, commensurate with the 
Government’s improvements thereto. For example, application has 
been made to the Corps of Engineers for a permit to construct a ship 
chandlery and marine railway. Application has also been made by 
Sause Brothers Ocean Towing Co. This company has leased addi- 
tional land from the city of Crescent City, adjoining their present 
operation, for the purpose of enlarging their facilities, at an estimated 
cost of $250,000. 

Experiments, also, are being conducted in the water shipment of 
plywood, the results of which indicate that in the very near future 
inethods of handling will be developed, making it entirely feasible to 
use water transportation for this product, whic *h will be more conven- 
ient and far more economical. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Page, we shall insert into the record such portions 
of the balance of your statement as are acceptable to the committee. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


Timber resources to logically move through Crescent City Harbor (As listed by 
the United States Forest Service) 
Board-feet 
Six Rivers National Forest 12, 315, 306, 000 
Siskiyou National Forest 11, 600, 000, 000 
Priv: ite ownership (Curry County, Oreg.) 3, 000, 000, 000 
Private ownership (Del Norte County, Calif.) 6, 000, 000, 000 
Oregon and California land-grant and public domain lands______ 1, 642, 735, 000 


a I a a aa ai 34. 5d8, O41, 000 


All of national forest timber and greater portion of private timber to be logged 
on a sustained yield basis, thus producing a perpetual cut of over 300 million 
board-feet annually. 
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CRESCENT City PorRT’s IMPORTANCE 


The importance to all of southern Oregon of Federal development of Crescent 
City as a port is laid out in detail in an article compiled by Alfred L. Lomax 
professor of business administration, University of Oregon, and published in the 
Oregon Business Review: 

Here are extracts from the outline: 

“The present-day contributing hinterland of Crescent City includes 13, 
square miles located in Del Norte County and parts of Modoe and Siskiyou 
Counties in California, and in sections of Josephine, Jackson, and Curry Counties. 
in Oregon. The estimated population is well over 100,000 including 15,500 in Dej 
Norte County. Industries in order of importance are: Logging and lumbering 
recreation and tourists, dairying and stockraising, commercial fishing, flower 
culture, und mining. 

“It is estimated that national forest timber tributary to the port, that is 
economically available for shipment, is approximately 31.5 billion board feer 
measure, most of which lies within the Siskiyou and the Six Rivers Nationa! 
Forests. Douglas fir predominates, with hemlock and redwood the other com- 
mercial woods. 

“The controlling depths in the main harbor basin range from 7 to 27 feet: in 
the inner fishboat harbor the depth is 11 feet to 27 feet. 

“The mile-long bay, open to the south, has benefited by improvements by the 
United States engineers, since improvements were first authorized in the River 
and Harbor Act of July 18, 1918. Current and recently completed projects call 
for: (1) A rubble-mound breakwater 3,700 feet long from Battery Point (com- 
pleted) and a proposed ‘dog leg’ at the seaward end of the breakwater running 
61° east 1.000 feet (incomplete). (2) A rubble-mound sand barrier from Whaler 
Island northeast to the eastern shore (completed). (8) An inner breakwater 
1,120 feet long northwest from Whaler Island to form a protected V-shaped inner 
harbor (completed). (4) A basin 1,800 feet by 1,400 feet, immediately east of 
the breakwater, to be maintained to a 20-foot depth at mean lower low water 
(completed). (5) Removal of pinnacle rocks in the harbor (completed). (6) 
Maintenance dredging in the vicinity of the seaward end of the sand barrier. 

“The estimated cost of the projects is $7,488,800 which is exclusive of $217,115 
contributed by local interests. Approximately $6 million of United States funds 
is now invested in these improvements; the projects are 73 percent complete. 

“The northwestern California-southwestern Oregon section is historically and 
commercially un‘fied, and is irrefutably a part of the larger Pacitie Northwest 
region which stretches from Cape Mendocino on the south to an undefined north- 
ern boundary in Alaska. Crescent City has been the natural distributing point 
for this segment of the region for approximately a century. It was a depot for 
the Indian wars of 1855 and for miners supplies needed in the rich gold-bearing 
streams which coursed out of the mountains. Even heavy machinery was o0¢cca- 
sionally transshipped at San Francisco for Crescent City and hauled over the 
winding road as far inland as Ashland, Oreg. 

“Of the total lumber produced in the Crescent City area, only about 25 percent 
goes by water; the balance is marketed by truck. 

“All plywood is shipped by truck, mostly to Pacific Northwest markets, although 
California takes a small portion. 

“The principal incoming cargo is refined petroleum, which increased from 
133.474 tons in 1941 to 188.653 tons in 1952: petroleum is brought in by non-self- 
propelled barges of the Oil Terminals Co, of San Francisco.” 


GRANTS PASS AND JOSEPHINE COUNTY 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
April 28, 1955. 
Det Norte County CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Crescent City, Calif. 
(Attention: Bradley Page, Manager.) 


GENTLEMEN: The Grants Pass and Josephine County Chamber of Commerce 
wishes to express its interest and backing in the obtaining of Federal aid for 
the completion of a harbor at Crescent City. 

As you know, this country contributed considerably at the time of the building 
of the city dock because of our interest in this project. This interest grows 
stronger day by day. 
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At the present time, we are working very closely with Medford. Klamath Falls, 
gud Lakeview to obtain a modern highway from eastern Oregon to connect with 
the Redwood Highway at Grants Pass. The thought behind this action is to 
give us access to the sea at Crescent City. 

Here in Josephine County, as you know, we are, at the present time, working 
wward the development of the C. & O. C. Railroad, in hopes of having it ulti- 
mately extend to Crescent City so that we will have rail as well as highway 
access to the port in Crescent City. 

Should there be anything further we can do to assist you in getting the neces- 
sary funds appropriation to develop this port, do not hesitate to call upon us. 

Very truly yours, 
(Signed) Sidney Bazett, 
(Typed) SimpNey Bazett, 
President. 


CRESCENT City, Cauir., April 27, 1955. 
De. Norte Country CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Crescent City, Calif. 

GENTLEMEN : The City Council of Crescent City wishes to go on record as sup- 
porting all action of the Del Norte County Chamber of Commerce in the improve- 
nent of Crescent City Harbor. 

It is our desire also to authorize your secretary-manager, Bradley Page, to 
represent this council in all efforts and appearances in Washington, D. C., in 
connection therewith. 

A. T. MANUEL, 
Mayor. 


BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, 
Det Norte Country, 
Crescent City, Calif., April 25, 1955. 
De. NorTE COUNTY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Crescent City, Calif. 

GENTLEMEN: The Board of Supervisors of Del Norte County wishes to go on 
record as supporting all actions of the Del Norte County Chamber of Commerce 
for the improvement of the Crescent City Harbor. 

It is our desire, also, to authorize the secretary-manager, Bradley Page, to 
represent this board in all efforts and appearances in Wasli.ngton, D. C., in 
connection therewith. 

Yours very truly, 
Frep D. HAIGHT, 
Chairman of the Board. 

Attest : 

[SEAL] PoLa. IvEs, 

Clerk of the Board. 


BoarRD OF HARBOR COMMISSIONERS 
Or THE CRESCENT City HArsor DIsTRICT, 
Crescent City, Calif., April 25, 1955. 
De. Norte County CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Crescent City, Calif. 

GENTLEMEN : The Board of Harbor Commissioners, Crescent City Harbor Dis- 
trict, wishes to go on record as supporting all action of the Del Norte County 
Chamber of Commerce for the improvement of Crescent City Harbor. 

It is our desire also to authorize your secretary-manager, Bradley Page, to 
represent this board in all efforts and appearances in Washington, D. C., in 
connection therewith. 

[SEAL] HERBERT M. Moore, 

Chairman of the Board. 


Mr. Evrns. Thank you, Mr. Page. 

Mr. Pace. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Evins. This project is in a very advanced stage of completion, 
and you are supporting the Bureau of the Budget request as reported ? 

Mr. Page. That is correct. 
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Mr. Evins. Mr. Scudder, you may now introduce your other 
witnesses. 

Mr. Scupper. Mr. Chairman, I have as a witness Mr. Thomas B 
Crowley of the Crowley Tug Boat Co., which is operating in and out 
of Crescent Harbor. 

Mr. Crowley. ; 

Mr. Evins. You may proceed, Mr. Crowley. 

Mr. Crow.tey. Mr. Chairman, I would like to submit for the record 
my prepared statement, and then make some additional remarks, 

Mr. Evins. Without objection, the statement will be received. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


The Oil Terminal Co., the United Transportation Co., and the Shipowners & 
Merchants Towboat Co. are engaged in the transportation and terminaling of 
bulk petroleum products to Crescent City, Calif., for distribution in northern 
California and southern Oregon. 

This petroleum is refined in the San Francisco Bay area and transported by 
oceangoing barge to Crescent City. This has been made possible in recent years 
by improvements to Crescent City Harbor by the Army engineers in the form 
of breakwaters with a resultant reduced cost to the consumer of bulk petroleum 
products. 

The present harbor of Crescent City is still very exposed and necessitates 
completion of the present dog-leg which was started last year in order to make 
it a safe port. 

We wish to appear in support of the request for an appropriation of $1 
million to enable the United States Army engineers to continue the construc- 
tion of the dog-leg breakwater. During the past year, the engineers have con- 
structed about 300 feet of the breakwater. This has shown a small improvement 
by reduction of swell in the harbor but the primary benefit will not be realized 
until the entire breakwater is completed. 

The cost of stopping operations and continuing again in the future is approxi- 
mately $200,000 for setting up the gear and, therefore, it is sound economic 
policy to continue the present work until completion. 

Our. tugs and barges. have an extremely difficult time getting in and out of 
the harbor and laying at our wharf while pumping out beeause of ‘the large 
amount of swells caused by the present inadequate breakwaters. We some- 
times lay off the port 3 or 4 days waiting for weather to moderate and have on 
several occasions this last winter been forced to put to sea before we were 
pumped out because of the increase in swells. This delay is costly and adds to 
the transportation cost which could be further reduced with improved port 
facilities. 

In 1951, a total of 130,000 tons of petroleum products were barged by us to 
Crescent City and in 1952 this jumped to 185,000 tons. In 1953, it further in 
creased to 200,000 tons and in 1954 went slightly over this figure. This is slightly 
more than $20 million worth of petroleum products annually transported, stored, 
and then distributed through Crescent City Harbor. 

We have also been aproached by the fiberboard products for the transporta- 
tion of chips from Del Norte County to the fiberboard pulp plant at Antioch but 
have been forced to await the completion of the dog-leg breakwater before this 
operation would become practicable. In the meantime, these chips and wood 
wastes being produced in the Crescent City area are being burned in sawdust 
burners instead of being put to a use in the economy of the country. This 
waste of forest products cannot be overcome economically until the improvement 
of Crescent City Harbor is completed. 

There are very large quantities of lumber shipped out of Crescent City Harbor 
due to the fact that the present breakwaters have been constructed and more 
lumber will move as soon as the additional dog-leg is completed. This lumber 
mainly originates from stumpage sold by the Forest Service which returns a di 
rect dollar value into the hands of the Federal Government which will more that 
repay the cost of these harbor improvements in a relatively short time. 

We urge that this appropriation be made immediately in order to continue 
the present work on the most economic basis. This, in turn, will keep the cost of 
transportation of bulk petroleum products into the entire northern California 
and southern Oregon area at a reasonable level and will utilize our natural re 
sources of timber more completely by converting wood waste into pulp. 
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Mr. Ckowney. Mr. Chairman, as has been noted, I have submitted a 
written statement, but I did not read it. I will just briefly mention it. 

We are in the transportation business and transport about 200,000 
tons of petroleum products annually to Crescent City, which is dis- 
tributed in southern Oregon, in northern California, and which trans- 
portation has resulted in a reduced gasoline and diesel cil price for 
the people in that area. 

We make this transportation under substantial difficulties, because 
of the open condition of the harbor. 

We feel that harbor improvement is necessary for further traffic 
through here. Such improvements would be of tremendcus benefit to 
the local area. The Forest Service, incidentally, has a tremendous 
amount of treés, as Mr. Page has pointed out. They are able to sell 
these trees at a substantial return to the Government for logs, because 
of the fact that the harbor improvements are there. 

So, as I say, the Government is directly getting back money which 
they expended in this harbor improvement. 

Although the fiberboard company operates a big kraft pulp plant in 
the San Francisco Bay area, they require wood waste for making this 
pulp, which is presently being accumulated in Crescent City, but with 
further harbor improvements it could be shipped to San Franciso and 
we could further utilize our forest resources, and it sould be done for 
the good of the people. 

Are there any questions which you care to ask ? 

Mr. Scupper. Mr. Chairman, the next witness I have is the traffic 
manager for the A. C. Dutton Lumber Co., and he will present his 
views on this project. 

The Senate committee has called for me, and I will take my other 
group over to the Senate committee. I appreciate the consideration 
which you have given us today. 

Mr. Evins. We are pleased to have your statement, Mr. Scudder. 

Mr. Scupper. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Foss, you may proceed, with your presentation in 
behalf of A. C. Dutton Lumber Corp. 

Mr. Foss. Thank you very much. I would appreciate having my 
prepared statement made a part of the record, and then I will only 
touch upon it. 

Mr. Evins. Your entire statement will be received for the record 
at this point. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 

My name is William H. Foss. I am traffic manager of the A. C. Dutton Lum- 
ber Corp., Poughkeepsie, N. Y. Last year I had the privilege of appearing before 
the committee in support of a request for $500,000 to enable the engineers to 
commence construction of a dog-leg jetty approximately 1,460 feet long, extending 
southeast from the seaward end of the existing breakwater at Crescent City. 
Statements which I submitted at that time were made part of the record and con- 
tained vital facts in support of this additional construction to provide adequate 
protection to shipping using Crescent City Harbor. I do not feel that it is desir- 
able or necessary to take time to reiterate the facts which have brought about 
the urgency of providing adequate protection at Crescent City. However, for 
your convenience and to alleviate the need for reference to the printed record, 
I have included as exhibit A, a copy of the statement which I have submitted 
previously. My appearance before the committee this year is in support of the 
request made by the Corps of Engineers that $1 million be appropriated in the 


1956 budget to enable them to continue the present construction without inter- 
ruption. 
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Because of the great difficulties under which shipping operates in and out of 
Crescent City Harbor, our barging program from Crescent City to Los Angeles, 
Calif., has continued along the limited lines followed in 1958. In 1954 our lumber 
shipment over our dock at Crescent City totaled 16 million boardfeet, or 20,809 
net tons, representing approximately $1,200,000 AST value. ‘The demand for 
larger utilization of our dock and mill facilities at Crescent City for shipment 
into the California market is a continuing one, limited largely only by the diffi. 
culties brought about by the inadequacy of the present harbor with the loss 
in barging time and the resulting high cost of operation. While time remaining 
under the working season last year only permitted the construction of approxi- 
mately 300 feet of the dog-leg jetty, nevertheless there is already evidence of 
the increasing protection to be experienced as construction progresses. In due 
time, a considerable amount of the surge which is presently experienced by 
barges and equipment lying along side our dock wiil be eliminated and condi- 
tions during the heights of the seasonal storms will be such as to offer proper 
protection to the barges lying alongside the dock during such periods of storm. 
Presently, barges are either forced to stand off the dock in tow in confines of 
the harbor or to stand off outside awaiting favorable conditions. One operator 
even resorts to the extremes of filling the tanks of his converted LST barges so 
as to rest the barge on the bottom during loading operations after which he 
refloats the equipment by unballasting. Needless to say that his repair cost in 
fairing bottom plates and frames is excessive. The loss of turnaround will be 
eliminated with adequate harbor protection, which will effect substantial savings 
to the barge and towboat operators and will allow them to provide effective and 
economical service competitive with other ports, which is so sorely needed. 

We are not unlike other companies operating in and out of the Crescent City 
Harbor in that while we are struggling to maintain a semblance of operatiun 
we are forced to withhold from consumating plans for future development 
projects. Specifically, in our own case, we have been approached by Fibre- 
board Products, Inc., to formulate a wood-chipping service between our Crescent 
City mill and Antioch, Calif. As you gentlemen know, Fibreboard is a large 
producer of paperboard and paper products and is presently constructing a new 
plant at Antioch. Their chief problem is to provide an adequate and consistent 
supply of wood chips for such an operation. We have mutually discussed the 
problem of supplying wood chips by barge from our operation at Crescent City 
to Antioch, Calif. This contemplated operation entails the investment of approx- 
imately $1 million. In order to be ecunomically feasible, this operation will 
necessitate the construction of 2 barges 250 feet long by 54 feet beam capable 
of handling 1,600 units of chips. Under the present conditions of inadequate 
protection at Crescent City it is not only impractical but impossible to handle 
barges of this size alongside our dock at Crescent City. Therefore this pro- 
gram must be held in abeyance until such time as the harbor is adequately 
protected from surge and storms by proper and sufficient breakwater construc- 
tion. In the meantime, thousands of dollars and tons of material are: going 
up as smoke, as waste in the burner, which could be otherwise put into the 
bloodstream of the economy. In conclusion, may I reiterate that the need for 
adequate protection in the Crescent City Harbor is, if anything, even greater 
today than at any time in the past. It would not only permit the transportation 
for an ever increasing volume of lumber which is sorely needed by the economy 
both on the west coast and on the east coast but would enable the further and 
very considerable development of other commodities such as indicated by our 
planned wood-chipping program and the increased volume of petroleum products 
as contemplated. This type of expansion is bringing ever-increasing benefits 
to the economy of Del Norte County and to the State of California, reaching as 
far as the Atlantic seaboard, to which we move approximately 40 million feet 
of lumber from the Crescent City area each year. 

Last. and in no wise least, it must be borne in mind that the Federal Govern- 
ment through the offices of the United States Forest Service, are reaping bene- 
fits derived through the sale of Government timber. This alone, aside from 
any other consideration, is an impressive figure inasmuch as 52 billion board- 
feet of Government timber as indicated by United States Department of Forest 
Service is tributary to Crescent City. 

Recent sales of Government-owned timber in the Crescent City area indicate 
a price of $16 per thousand board-foot upward. This project continues to be 
a self-liquidating one in every respect. 
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Exursit A 


SraATEMENT OF A. C. DuTron LUMBER CoRP. IN SUPPORT OF REQUEST FOR $500,000 
To BE USED FOR BREAKWATER CONSTRUCTION AT CRESCENT City, CALIF., 1954 


My name is William H. Foss. I am traffic manager of the A. C. Dutton Lum- 
per Corp., Poughkeepsie, N. Y. . 

Last year I had the privilege of appearing before both the House and Senate 
Subcommittees on Appropriations in regard to improvement to Humboldt Bay 
Harbor, Calif. At that time I submitted statements* which contained in con- 
siderable detail the facts surrounding the diminishing lumber economy of the 
Pacific Northwest and its infiltration into northern California and southern 
Oregon to develop the last great timber resource in this Nation. Contained in 
the statement also evidence attesting to the inadequacy of the then existing trans- 
portation facilities which were crippling the economic development of this great 
new area, and denying very substantial revenue to the Federal and State govern- 
ment. 

Crescent City Harbor is the remaining obstacle in the path of a greatly ex- 
panded economy in northern California today. Since the record contains all the 
available data necessary to support our request for funds for breakwater con- 
struction at Crescent City, in the interests of conserving time of this committee, 
] shall not incorporate such data in this statement. I propose to speak to you, 
however, about the fundamental problem of the situation in which we—the Dut- 
ton Lumber Corp.—together with others, find ourselves mutually with respect to 
Crescent City Harbor. 

At the close of World War II it became apparent first that timber resources 
of tidewater mills in the Pacific Northwest were rapidly reaching depletion and 
if the Corporation were to continue to supply the eastern seaboard in time of 
peace as well as in war it was necessary to look elsewhere if it were to survive. 

After careful survey both with information supplied by the National Forest 
Service and private services it was decided to tap the virtually untouched re- 
serves of the Siskiyou National Forest in southern Oregon and the Six Rivers 
National Forest in nothern California. This plan called not only for a combined 
sawmill and planing mill operation but a capable transportation system as well 
since this vast resource of timber existed solely because of the lack of adequate 
transportation. Branch rail lines servicing this area are separated by 226 miles 
of mountainous territory. The capacity of the operation which we envisioned 
demanded a transportation system that could handle expeditiously and economi- 
‘ally 120 million board-feet per year; approximately 18 million feet direct by 
barge from Crescent City to southern California markets, the remaining 102 mil- 
lion feet board measure moving by barge to Eureak on Humboldt Bay, thence via 
ocean vessels to the 5 Dutton terminals on the eastern seaboard. Therefore, 
simuletaneously with the erection of a sawmill and planing mill, the corporation 
erected a substantial causeway and dock at Crescent City, and a dock at Eureka, 
Calif., together with a terminal for transhipment to the east coast—a combined 
investment of $2,850,000. An additional half million dollars was invested in an 
oceangoing towboat and 6 LSM’s which were converted into barges. The pur- 
pose of the fleet was to haul the lumber from our Crescent City mill to Eureka 
and also the southern California market. Careful comparison of costs indicated 
that even on a limited production of 48 million, this method of transportation the 
first year would show a substantial saving of approximately $200,000, and 
$600,000 with a full production of 120 million feet. 

Notwithstanding a curtailed production in 1952 on account of log supplies and 
the operating difficulties which are always encountered in new mills, as a direct 
result of the program for development of Crescent City and Humboldt Bay, the 
Dutton Corp. moved by barge during the period of January 1951 to March 1, 
1953, 35,069,112 feet board measure, or 44,598 tons. Other barge and lumber 
interests accounted for 55,623 tons in 1953 and with the advent of the Oil 
Terminal Co. of San Francisco and its 7-million-gallon tank farm and a far- 
reaching program extending well into the hinterland, the harbor has enjoyed 
188,653 tons of refined petroleum products. 

Unfortunately, this growing increase and stimulus to the economy has not been 
Without disastrous consequences to those who are most responsible for the 


‘References: Hearings before House Subcommittee on Appropriations, 83d Cong., 1st 
sess., pt. 2, pp. 21-39. Hearings before Senate Subcommittee on Appropriations, 83d Cong., 
Ist sess. on H. R. 5376, pt. 2, pp. 1130-1152. 
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increase. Speaking solely for the Dutton Corp. whose experience is not unlike 
the experience of the others, the carefully estimated saving in transportation 
cost of $200,000 to $600,000 never materialized. The unpredictable delays to 
loading at Crescent City on account of surge the year round, coupled with 
southerly storms prevailing during the winter months, raised costs beyond al] 
proportion. A towboat must be Kept in continuous operation if it is to be an 
instrument of economy. Day after day of enforced idleness during the four 
winter months is prohibitive. High insurance costs to cargo and equipment 
could not be offset when the overall operations were at the mercy of the elements. 
Even under moderate weather conditions the surge causes damage to both barges 
and dock and makes the loading operation extremely hazardous. 

The Dutton Corp. has had to curtail barge operations by 48 million feet per 
year. The fleet, representing an investment of $500,000, has been placed for dis- 
posal at 50 percent less than its value. The carrier who is presently engaged in 
barging our lumber to southern California is greatly concerned over its ability 
to stay in this service due to the severe risk to equipment while it is loading in 
Crescent City Harbor at the mercy of the elements. 

The one great determining factor which affects the entire Del Norte and 
adjacent counties economy is that of securing prompt and adequate protection 
to the harbor provided through breakwater construction. The main breakwater 
has been extended until at the end of the 1950 working season it was approxi- 
mately 4,200 feet long. The December storms that year almost completely de- 
stroyed the outer 500 feet and the second 500 feet of length was considerably 
damaged. The pictures which I have distributed will give you gentlemen a brief 
but vivid idea of the force of the storms which occur in this area and the very 
evident lack of adequate protection against them. This particular storm caused 
$8,000 damage to our causeway. One of our barges which was moored to our 
dock tore loose and proceeded to tear a gaping hole through an adjacent dock 
before coming to rest on the beach. This rampage cost us very close to $50,000. 
Heavy losses were suffered by the fishboat owners as well as by others using the 
harbor at that time. A Navy barge as you can see by the pictures, was blown 
ashore during the October 1950 storm, and also a large barge owned by a Port- 
lard, Oreg., concern, 

The engineers have spent last summer working on a program reconstructing 
the second 500 feet and strengthening the entire breakwater. The outer 500 feet 
will not be reconstructed. This work will resume again this spring and will be 
completed this season. It has been indisputedly demonstrated that any further 
eonstruction of the main breakwater in the direction of Round Rock would be 
most undesirable. We have to face the unpalatable fact that after 14 years since 
the present project was recommended to the Congress that we find the break- 
water is but 700 feet longer than in 1940. On the other hand, we find that the 
community and private interests have again demonstrated by sheer determina- 
tion in the face of overwhelming odds that the necessity for a safe and adequate 
harbor is greater than ever. Almost 300,000 tons more than the most optimistic 
estimates of 14 years previous is currently moving through the harbor. 

Failure to recognize the great and growing need of adequate protection to 
protect this rapidly expanding economy would be to invite disaster. Fortunately, 
we have at hand a solution to this weighty problem. We have an authorized 
project in the form of a dog-leg jetty approximately 1,460 feet long extending 
anproximately south 61° east from the seaward end of the existing breakwater. 
The engineers are fully aware of the need for this construction to commence as 
soon as possible before further losses are experienced which would cripple the 
program for development of Del Norte County and its adjacent neighbors. I am 
advised that the construction of this dog leg would require three working sea- 
sons and would cost two-million-six-hundred-thousand-odd dollars. Herein lies 
our purpose in appearing before you gentlemen today. With only $500,000 
placed in the budget, construction of this dog leg can commence this season 
simultaneously with present strengthening of the main breakwater. Costs should 
actually be lower since equipment and personnel is already at Crescent City: 
rock is available. The remaining $2,100,000 is to be spread over the subsequent 
2 working seasons. With each foot of dog-leg construction the surge and sand- 
ing now so active at Crescent City Harbor will be substantially diminished. 
Southerly storms will he contained. Eventually the construction of the second 
dog leg as recommended from Whaler Island to Flat Rock will provide Crescent 
City with a closed harbor which will in turn provide adequate accommoda- 
tions to all. 
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Gentlemen, this request for funds to commence construction of the dog leg 
at Crescent City and its urgency must be considered from the broad basis on 
which it rests. 

1. Crescent City Harbor is the gatew ay to a large area in northern California 
and southern Oregon which is rich in natural resources. 

» The shift of the lumber industry from the Northwest into this general area 
has created an expanding economy. 

3. Many neW businesses and small manufacturing concerns are moving into 
the area. 

4, Since 1946 the infiltrating lumber industry has skyrocketed the former 
total of 2 sawmills only into 75 ultra-modern mills, 16 lumber project plants, and 
§ plywood and veneer mills in the area generaliy considered tributary to Cres- 
cent City. 

5. The population in Del Norte County alone has increased since 1945 from 
4.500 to over 14,000 people in the spring of 1953. 

6. Bank deposits have increased since 1950 by 43 percent, and population by 
@ percent, lumber production 48 percent, utilities 84 percent. Unfortunately, 1 
do not have available at this time the increase in taxes which accrue to the 
Federal and State governments. However, the increase would be proportionate 
to the increase in business generally, and consequently must be considerable. 

7. The Oil Terminal Co. of San Francisco has built a 7-million-gallon tank 
farm for the joint use of major oil companies, and oil barges are importing oil 
from the bay area refiners for distribution to the northern California and south- 
ern Oregon counties, ‘The tonnage involved in this operation alone in 1952 was 
188,653 tons and upon the completion of the oil pipeline now under construction 
to Medford, Oreg., from the tank farm will more than double the oil distribu- 
tion through Crescent City Harbor. 

8. Commercial fishing has expanded from a few boats to a large fleet of ap- 
roximately 130 craft. Annual fishing tonnage in 1952 represented approxi- 
nately 4,000 tons (7,954,588 pounds). 

In conclusion I should like to suggest that the gains noted above portray a 
very striking economic development that is taking place today in northern 
California. Stop and consider the tonnage that was contemplated as being 
available in the recommendation by the Army engineers before the subcommit- 
tee House Document 688, 76th Congress, 3d session, April 3, 1940, in which 
breakwater construction was recommended and funds sought in the amount of 
$1,610,000—2,100 tons of fish, 2,500 tons of lumber. 

When examined against present accomplishments of close to 300,000 tons mov- 
ing currently, these figures are no longer simply impressive: thev are downricht 
fantastic. Please keep in mind also that the population in 1940 of Del Norte 
County was 1,720, and today is close to, if not exceeding 15,000. 

The gain tonnagewise, and the stimulus to the economy of this particular area 
nust be protected and encouraged to expand. 

Congress last year approved funds to implement Public Law No. 549 re Hum- 
woldt Bay improvement breaking the bottleneck from which the vast reserves 
of this northern California area could be released into the economic streams of 
the Nation. Adequate harbor protection at Crescent City is the remaining link to 
complete the sorely needed transportation outlet from this area to Eureka; to 
wuthern California, and to the eastern seabourd. The project is authorized. 
Private interests have demonstrated the ability to perform not by promises but 
by deeds. The impetus to the economy must not be jeopardized by allowing 
the very considerable investments to remain at the mercy of the elements. Fur- 
ther losses will be reflected in decreased barge and harbor activity. 

An appropriation of $500,000 now will not only protect present accomplish- 
hents, but will give further momentum to the growing and pene economy 
in northern California which in turn has its rightful effect upon the Nation at 
large, 


Mr. Evins. Mr. Foss, you may proceed with your oral remarks. 

Mr. Foss. My appearance before the committee this year is in sup- 
port of the request of the Corps of Engineers that $1 million be appro- 
rriated 4 in the 1956 budget to enable them to continue the present con- 
struction on this project without interruption. 

Because of the great difficulties under which shipping operates in 
and out of Crescent City Harbor, our barging program from Crescent 
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In 1954, our lumber shipments over our dock at Crescent City totaled fim", “ 
16 million board-feet, or 20,800 net: tons, representing approximately im 0!°° 
1.2 million AST value, which will be increased when we have the bene. Wit 
fits of better harbor protection for our barging program. Mr. 

The fiberboard products have already been mentioned by Mr. Crow. gg**&™ 
ley, whose company will handle the towing of that operation when it. You 
comes into existence. filed f 



















The fiberboard people have approached us for our supply of chips (Tt 
from our Crescent sawmill, and planing mill, and the operation inj The 
volves a $1 million investment in barging and milling machinery, fj 8"0 

Unfortunately, we cannot go ahead with that program due to the aa 
inadequate protection at the present time of Crescent City for barges Saal 
lying alongside our dock. We hope, as soon as the breakwater con- {Mf irrigat 
struction reaches its finished stage, that we will be able to go ahead gimrt ¢ 
with this particular program. oa 

In conclusion, I would like to again reemphasize that in addition {iM wotai a 
to the volume of lumber moving out of that area to the Atlantic coast, Wit! 
in our case, some 40 million feet goes out of the Crescent City area, gm! | 
to our Atlantic coast terminals, it must be borne in mind that the oe 
Federal Government, through the office of the United States Forest it is 
Service, is reaping the benefits derived through the sale of Govern-JMjt car 
ment timber. work, 

You gentlemen will be interested to know that the recent sales inf’ y.. 
the Cresecent City area of Government timber represents a price of fof can 


$16 per thousand feet, and upward. of wal 
At the present time there is roughly, according to forest survey fig- ">" 


ures, approximately 52 billion feet of federally owned timber. ape 
Mr. Evins. Thank you very much, Mr. Foss. during 
We thank all you gentlemen for your statements. The 


Mr. Foss. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. Evins. The committee will now hear from Congressmal 
Holmes and Congressman Don Magnuson, both of whom are our es 
teemed colleagues, and both of whom are very able Congressmen from 
the Northwest area. 
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Congressman Holmes, I believe you want to present some witnesses ? 

Congressman Hormes Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have some 
very distinguishd people here from my area of the State of Washing- 
ton, who wish to testify on the Kennewick division of the Yakima 
roject. 

With your permission, Mr. Clarke will be the first witness. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Clarke, be seated, and you may proceed with your 
statement. 

You may proceed as you wish, and your entire statement may be 
filed for the record, Mr. Clarke. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


The Kennewick division, the sixth and last division of the Yakima project, 
jgnow in its third year of construction. 

The total cost of the Kennewick division is approximately $13 million, and 
cnsists of bringing irrigation water to 14,500 acres of new sagebrush land, and 
furnishing a firm irrigation supply to 4,600 acres of old lands presently being 
irrigated by high head electric pumps. Also included is a 12,000 kilowatt power- 
plant that will produce approximately 80 million kilowatt-hours annually. 

To February 28, the project was 55 percent complete with approximately $8 
nillion having been obligated or expended. This fiscal year the division has a 
total appropriation for construction of $4 million. 

With eight contracts presently in force, it now appears certain that all the 
fiscal year 1955 funds will be used by June 30. In order to complete these con- 
tracts in fiseal year 1956, and to start 4 others before October 1955, it is 
estimated that $3 million will be required during fiscal year 1956. 

It is our understanding this $3 million appropriation will enable the Bureau 
to carry on with their planned program about as fast as contractors generally 
work, however, if this coming winter is mild the contractors would be able to 
accomplish additional work. This would be very desirable as it would permit 
earlier completion of some canal contracts allowing greater time for the priming 
of canals in the very fine soils common to this area, and would mean earlier use 
of water and therefore more beneficial use of the land the first crop year. To 
enable the Bureau to pay contractors for this faster progress, should the need 
arise, we request the Department to augment the $3 million for fiscal year 1956 
by transfer of funds from other projects where fund surpluses may develop 
during fiscal year 1956. 

The attached list shows the contracts now in force and those yet to be awarded: 


Kennewick division, Yakima project—Contracts in force by April 
and those yet to be awarded 

Contracts Award data 
. Irrigation canal divisions 1, 2, and laterals___ February 1955.’ 
2. Irrigation canal division 3 and laterals January 1955.’ 
. Irrigation canal, division 4 May 1955. 
. Amon siphon, hydraulic pump and wasteway__ February 1955." 
5. Badger and Highlands laterals, sublaterals___ May 1955. 
}, Chandler power and pumping plant July 1953.” 
. Chandler power and pumping plant (comple- April 1955.* 

tion). 
. Prosser diversion dam alterations and canal Do.’ 
enlargement, 
. Yakima River channelization July 1955. 
. Chandler powerplant—operator dwellings (3)_ April 1955.* 
. Division 4, and Amon laterals By September 1955. 
2. Fencing of Chandler power canal____----~--- March 1955." 
. Facilities for operator’s dwelling By September 1955. 
. Miscellaneous supply contracts (30) Delivery completed by August 
1955. 


‘In foree, or to be in force by May 1955. 
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Mr. Ciarke. The Kennewick division, the sixth and last division of 
the Yakima project, is now in its third year of construction. 

The total cost of the Kennewick division is approximately $13 mij. 
lion, and consists of bringing irrigation water to some 14,500 acres of 
arid, sagebrush land, and furnishing a firm irrigation supply to 4,609 
acres of old lands presently being irrigated by high head electric 
pumps. These existing old lands are irrigated by a 17,000-foot lif 
in old pumps and old pipelines. It is very important that this project 
continue, so that we will not have to spend too much money in keep. 
ing up this old, dilapidated system. 

Also included is a 12,000 kilowatt powerplant that will produce 
approximately 80 million kilowatt-hours annually. 

To February 28, the project was 55 percent complete, with approxi- 
mately $8 million having been obligated or expended. During this 
fiscal year the division had a total appropriation for construction of 
$4 million. 

With eight contracts presently in force, it now appears certain that 
all of the fiscal year 1955 funds will be used by June 30. In order to 
complete these contracts in fiscal year 1956, and to start four others 
before October 1955, it is estimated that $3 million will be required 
during fiscal year 1956. 

It is our understanding that the $3 million appropriation will 
enable the Bureau to carry on with their planned program about as 
fast as contractors can work. However, if this coming winter is mild, 
the contractor would be able to accomplish additional work. This 
would be very desirable, as it would permit earlier completion of some 
canal contracts, and allow greater time for the priming of canals. 

This priming is very essential, and in order to enable the Corps of 
Engineers to pay the contractors for this vast program in case of a 
mild winter, should the need arise, we request the Department to 
augment the $3 million for fiscal year 1956, by transfer of funds, 
wherever they may be available from other projects. 

Mr. Chairman, that concludes the short remarks which I desire to 
present. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Clarke. 

Mr. Holmes, do you wish to present other witnesses / 

Mr. Houimes. I have one other party who desires to testify on the 
Kennewick project. 

He has come 3,000 miles, and I would like to have him have the 
honor to present his statement to you. 

Gentlemen, this is Mr. Pratt, distinguished citizen of the State of 
Washington and county assessor of Benton County. 

Mr. Evins. You may proceed, Mr. Pratt. 

Mr. Prarr. Gentlemen, I appreciate the opportunity to appear here. 
and I will take just a minute. ; 

I think the most important part in asking for this appropriation 
which has been budgeted is to see that we do not drop behind schedule 
owing to the fact that we must prime this canal in the early fall and 
winter of 1956, in order to bring the water to the lands for the crop 
year of 1957. 

We urge that you give us the support on this, so that we will not 
lose another farm crop year. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Pratt. 
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Mr. Hotmes. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Hubert H. Walter, of the Colum- 
bia Basin Commission of the State of Washington, would like to 
testify in behalf of the appropriation for the Columbia Basin of the 
State of Washington. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Walter, we shall be glad to hear you. 

Mr. Water. Mr. Chairman, I have a prepared statement which I 
would like to file, and then speak briefly on what it means and what 
we would like to have in the Columbia Basin this coming year. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Walter, your statement will be received for the 
record at this point. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE D. ZAHN AND Husert H. WALTER, oF THE WASHINGTON 
Srate CoLUMBIA Basin COMMISSION, IN BEHALF OF APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE 
CoLUMBIA BAsIN PROJECT AND THE Foster CreEEK UNIT oF THE CHIEF JOSEPH 
PROJECT 


Our names are George D. Zahn and Hubert H. Walter, both representing the 
Washington State Columbia Basin Commission, a State commission authorized 
by an act of the legislature and charged with the responsibility of natural-re- 
source development, particularly as it applies to reclamation and agriculture. 

While we are appearing mainly in behalf of the Columbia Basin project and 
the Foster Creek unit of the Chief Joseph project, we also endorse and urge 
appropriations for the Kennewick unit of the Yakima project and the powerplant 
of the Roza unit of the Yakima project. Both of these projects have the unani- 
mous support of the Columbia Basin Commission. 

On the Columbia Basin project, the largest reclamation undertaking ever at- 
tempted, we have progressed far enough and have enough land under production 
and sufficient power production to prove beyond doubt the economical, agricul- 
tural, and financial stability of this project. No longer can there be any question 
of the productiveness of the lands, which stood barren for centuries, and of the 
project’s ability to pay off in full the financial obligation, providing the construc- 
tion work goes ahead on the program which was agreed to by the water users, 
the Bureau of Reclamation and Congress itself several years ago. 

That the Government will get back the money it has invested or may invest 
in the future seems to us to be shown by the repayment record to date. The 
Government has put into this project just under $500 million, but this project has 
returned to the Government $108 million notwithstanding the fact that we have 
been irrigating with waters from behind Grand Coulee Dam for only 3 years. 
It is true that most of this revenue came from power sales, but the power sales 
to help pay off the irrigation obligation were a part of the repayment contract. 

We are rapidly approaching the point where the net investment by the Gov- 
ernment will be reached. We are asking for $12,500,000 for the next fiscal 
year to continue construction on this project and keep the development program 
on schedule, but in the next fiscal year we will return to the Government 
$12 million. Power sales will enable repayment of $1 million a month. Although 
this project at completion will cost $775 million, the net investment by the 
Government, in the opinions of our economists, should never exceed $500 million, 
and that investment for all practical purposes has been made. 

We will be repaying to the Government in direct payments in the future 
practically as much money as we will need in appropriations to keep the con- 
struction program on schedule. 

We in the State of Washington must have this project kept on schedule to 
protect business, industry, and farmers. We have geared our economy to a 
program calling for from 50,000 to 60,000 acres of new land coming into pro- 
duction annually until at least the first 600,000 acres of the ultimate 1,029,000 
acres are under production. We are less than half way toward that 600,000- 
acre goal. To slow down now would jeopardize the investments made by 
farmers, businessmen, and industrialists, who have planned and invested, not 
only for facilities to serve those who now are here, but also those who are yet 
to come year after year as more land is brought into production. 

Private and public sources have invested or made available for investment 
more than $125 million since 1946, the first year of construction work on the 
irrigation features of this project. We did so willingly, realizing that we in 
the State of Washington had an obligation to go along with the Federal Govy- 
ernment in this development project. 
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We have spent for roads on the Columbia Basin in the last 5 years $8 million, 
including a large portion of a $5 milllon bond issue authorized by the legislature 
for farm-to-market roads to serve the new farmers. In addition, the last legis. 
lature authorized $4,300,000 in new bonds to assure that the State will keep its 
roadbuilding program on the basin abreast or ahead of the reclamation develop. 
ment. 

Schools have spent $8;950,000 in new facilities, not only to provide for those 
who are here, but for those yet to come. Civic expenditures in addition amount 
to $5,466,000 since 1946. On all of these, the people are paying interest on bonds, 
but authorized the bonds in expectation of the schedule being maintained and 
the facilities being used. If the project is not kept on schedule and the new 
people do not come into the basin, many of these facilities will not be used, and 
we will be paying interest on bonds for improvements that are not used, and we 
cannot afford to do that. 

Other expenditures made by private individuals, all in anticipation of con- 
tinued and orderly development of the basin are: residential and commercial 
buildings and facilities, $54,800,000; farms and machinery, $28,400,000; and in- 
dustrial, $12 million. 

Investments by local agencies and individuals exceed $125 million to date. The 
total of these investments will rise above $275 million by 1960 or 1961, if this 
irrigation development is kept on schedule. 

The Federal Government and the State government have benefited by this 
development. The income-tax payments from the basin area have risen from 
$5,365,000 in 1946, the year work on the irrigation features was started, to 
$16,418,000 in 1953, and they will continue to rise as long as the development 
work is continued. Sales taxes from the basin went from $748,600 in 1946 to 

2,131,000 in 1953. 

The basin’s crop production and its ability to market the crops add to the 
soundness of this enterprise. The gross crop returns have gone from $4,686,885 
in 1952, to $9,081,887 in 1953, and to $16,253,000 in 1954, and the acreage has gone 
from 27,127 in 1952 to 63,958 in 1953, to 104,327 in 1954. It is expected that the 
cropped acreage this year will be 160,000 acres. ‘The crop returns are expected 
to amount to $81 million and livestock production to add another $61 million 
annually when the 600,000 acres are under water. 

Still we have insufficient land under production to establish the safeguards 
for the basin’s farming industry. We have to have processing plants to handle 
our goods, but we do not have enough acreage under water to assure the produc- 
tion a processing plant must have to establish an economical operation. We do 
not have enough land in any one area to support enough cows to attract a dairy 
or milk processing plant. We are assured these plants will come when there is 
enough livestock population, but until that time comes, the farmers already on 
the land do not have the outlet for their products that they should have. This 
same condition applies to other crops. 

The water users pay for their water and the operation and maintenance costs, 
which now are $5.75 an acre. Operations and maintenance are not as efficient 
as they should be due to the fact that there is insufticient land equipped to re- 
ceive water. There are barren spots where the laterials have not been built, 
and therefore the lands cannot be assessed. When these lands are brought into 
production, the efficiency of the Bureau’s operation and maintenance will be in- 
creased and the cost of this service will be spread over a wider base. 

It is impossible to develop the Columbia Basin too rapidly. The demand for 
land is heavy and all the acreage for which water is available is taken up 
quickly. The rate of development here has exceeded that of any other irriga- 
tion project. Last year 83 percent of the land eligible to receive water received 
water. An example of the demand for land is shown by the last announcement 
of the sale of Government land, strictly to veterans. There were 48 tracts ayail- 
able, and there were more than 3,600 application for them. People are combing 
the basin every day trying to buy land from private individuals. 

We believe that the record of progress shows the soundness and the need for 
this project, and we sincerely urge that this committee favor the $12,500,000 
construction appropriation recommended for the Columbia Basin project. 

We respectfully request, too, that the $631,000 recommended for the Foster 
Creek unit of the Chief Joseph project be granted. This is a new project in 
north central Washington to serve some of the finest fruit lands in the West. 
This project would not be a costly one, totaling less than $5 million for com- 
pletion, but it would enhance the economy of the area many times more than the 
$5 million total cost. 
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This project became possible due to the construction of Chief Joseph Dam by 
the Army engineers. This dam raises the surface of the Columbia River to a 
point where it is feasible to pump water to the fertile lands nearby. Construc- 
tion of this project would make possible profitable farm homes for people who 
now have difficulties producing crops from the soil. 

The State of Washington has an outstanding record in reclamation. Here 
were the first projects to repay the Government in full on its investment in 
reclaiming the land. The Tieton and Sunnyside units of the Yakima Valley were 
the first to pay out in full, and they did so ahead of the due date. The State’s 
population has increased 48 percent since 1940, and our agricultural production 
has not kept pace. Asa result, crops produced in these projects for which we are 
asking funds will find a strong market right at home. Even with the Columbia 
basin’s 600,000 acres, the State’s agricultural production will not increase more 
than 20 percent. 

Washington’s reclamation record is one of the best in production and repay- 
ment. Still we stand thirteenth in the reclamation West in acres reclaimed. 

The Columbia Basin Commission urgently requests that this committee support 
the $12,500,000 for the Columbia Basin project, the $3 million for the Kennewick 
unit, and the $631,000 for the Foster Creek unit. 

Mr. Water. We are far enough along now on the Columbia 
Basin project, which is the largest irrigation project ever attempted, to 
show that it is a paying proposition. 

We are asking and hoping for $12.5 million to keep this project on 
the schedule of from 50,000 to 60,000 acres of land coming into pro- 
duction annually, until at least the first 600,000 acres of the ultimate 
1.029 million acres are under production. 

Weare asking for $12.5 million, but we also are returning to the Gov- 
ernment $1 million a month. We have repaid, through power rev- 
enues mainly, over $100 million on a project which will cost about 
$775 million, but we are at the point where the net investment on the 
Columbia Basin probably has been made. It is unlikely that the in- 
vestment will ever go above $500 million, and we are approximately 
at that point at this time. 

By that I mean that our revenues from this project and from the 
Grand Coulee Dam itself, are returning substantially the same amount 
as we are asking for year after year. So, we believe that it is a paying 
proposition. We have now about 247,000 acres under water. We have 
terrific demand for more land, and we are still running about 400,000 
acres short of the first half on this project. The land demand is 
terrific, 

The Government lands are being sold to veterans on a priority basis. 

Forty-eight tracts were put up for sale recently, and there were 
3,600 applications for those tracts. The people are combing the Co- 
lumbia Basin constantly searching for land to buy. We need more 
land. Eastern Washington can hardly survive without reclamation, 
and it is one of the most successful reclamation regions in existence. It 
is here where the first Federal projects repaid the Government in full, 
and now we believe the Columbia will pay off. 

We have proven that this can be done, that it is a good State, and 
itis a good reclamation State. 

Still, we are 13th on the list of the Western States in acreage under 
reclamation. Our population since 1940 has grown 48 percent. While 
we are producing good crops, we are finding much of our market right 
at home, 

We are urging that you go ahead and complete this on schedule, and 
we request $12.5 million for the coming fiscal year. 


61653—55—pt. 2——11 
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The Columbia Basin Commission, which I am representing, is , 
State organization, set up by the legislature for natural resources de- 
velopment, and while I have spoken here in behalf of the Columbia 
Basin project, this organization which is composed of directors of the 
irrigation district elected to this commission, plus three members ap- 
pointed by the Governor, we are giving wholehearted support to the 
Kennewick unit, and the Foster Creek unit of the Chief Joseph proj- 
ect, and to the Roza. 

We would like to have all of those kept on schedule, because we have 
proven that it is good land, good business, and that we can pay out. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Walter. 

The Columbia Basin project is one of the great projects of the Na- 
tion, which this committee has followed with great interest, and which 
I know this committee in the past has very generously supported. 

Mr. Watter. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Evins. I am sympathetic with the general statements which 
you have made, because I believe that the returns into the Treasury 
show that your project is a paying project, returning money into the 
Treasury aurea while benefiting the people of your area a great 
deal. 

Mr. Watrer. We appreciate that very much, Mr. Chairman. Thank 
you for those remarks. 

Mr. Hotmes. Mr. Chairman, another member of the Columbia 
Basin Commission, Senator George D. Zahn, State senator of the 
State of Washington, would appreciate an opportunity to testify for 
a few minutes on Foster Creek. 

Mr. Evrns. Senator Zahn, we are very glad to have you with us. 

Mr. Zann. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you, Congress- 
man Holmes. 

Mr. Chairman, in the interest of time, I, too, am a member of the 
commission, as well as being one of the State senators from the State 
of Washington, and I would like to concur in my colleague, Mr. Wal- 
ter’s, statements, relative to the Columbia Basin project. 

That is the commission’s stand, and the commission’s study, and we 
are grateful for your words on those matters. 

Regarding the Kennewick project, I would like to add my testimony 
in support of that, and, of course, the Roza project, when we come 
to it. 

Specifically, and not to take the time of the committee, the Foster 
Creek project is one of our newer small projects, for which I believe 
there is a budgetary appropriation of $631,000, and I would like 
to just briefly acquaint the committee with some recent developments 
out there which indicate how that is moving. 

There is 1 irrigation district ready now for contractual obliga- 
tions with the Government; there are 2 more being formed there in 
this section, comprising in 1 district just under 3,000 acres, and in 
the other 1, just above 600 acres, both lying rather close to the dam, 
within 12 miles of extreme points. Pumping plants will utilize 
electric energy in accordance with the Chief Joseph legislation, which 
you gentlemen know better than I could tell you. 

The legislation allows the use of kilowatts from Chief Joseph Dam 
for some help in the pumping projects. The elimination of costly 
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canals there, and going entirely to pumping, has made this a much 
more favorable project. , , 

The Bureau has a small office there, and by the time this appro- 
priation, which is up to you gentlemen’s decision, could be utilized 
for contribution to help districts now being created, in addition to 
the one already now formed will be ready for contractual obliga- 
tions, to proceed. That land will be utilized largely for fruit pro- 
duction, Which are not in surplus production. Itisa fruit-producing 
area, With warehouses and other facilities already located in the dis- 
trict for packing and storing of fruit crops. 

This area did not have its normal return in 1949 and 1950, since 
there were some serious tree damages which cut its production mate- 
rially. ‘These lands are at a level which will be out of the frost belt, 
leaving the remaining land to be used for pasture crops, which will 
not be frost-affected. 

So, it would be enhancing the entire economy of that area to move 
this project along as rapidly as possible. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Senator Zahn. 

I want to state for the record that your representatives have been 
industrious, and certainly active in these matters, and Congressman 
Magnuson has spoken to me several times about the proposition, and 
Congressman Holmes has also, 

In addition to what I said earlier, I have been interested in your 
Roza project, which the Corps of Engineers has testified about, and I 
would like for some of you gentlemen to enlighten us briefly for the 
record as to the situation on the need for power in that area. 

Mr. Hotmes. We are having a party to come in and testify on the 
Roza project on the afternoon of May 5, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Evins. It is my understanding that more than $1 million has 
been expended, looking forward to that development, but that it has 
been stopped. 

Congressman Homes. That is right. 

Mr. Evins. There is a substantial interest and need for that proj- 
ect’s ultimate development. 

Mr. Hotmes. That is right, sir; and we are going to have Mr. Ross 
Morris to speak on that project before your committee on the after- 
noon of May 5. I likewise am going to testify according to the sched- 
ule on projects including Roza on that same day. 

_ Mr. Evins, All of you gentlemen are supporting your Congressmen 
ih requesting just the amount of money which the Bureau of the 
Budget has approved for these items ? 

Mr. Zaun. That is correct. 

Mr. Jensen. I have no particular question, but I would like to say 
that this is the 13th year that I have heard about the great Columbia 
River Basin project from the standpoint of a committee member. I 
think Congressman Holmes will agree that a few years ago there were 
‘ertain people in the administration who saw fit to delete the Kenne- 
wick project from the budget request, and the committee, of which I 
was a member, saw fit to put it right back in. 

From that day on, the Kennewick project has been going forward. 

I have traveled all over the country of the Columbia River Basin 
with members of the Bureau of Reclamation, and with Congressman 
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Holmes, and other Congressmen out there, a number of years ago, and 
I saw great possibilities in that great basin. ; 

I do not hesitate to pat myself on the back a little, and the rest of 
the committee, who felt the same way. I think the appropriations 
which we have made for the entire Columbia River Basin, and in fact, 
for the entire State of Washington, will substantiate the fact that the 
Congress has been nice to your State. 

Will you agree, Mr. Holmes? 

Mr. Hormes. Yes, sir; I certainly do. 

Mr. Maenvson. It has done very well by us, Mr. Jensen. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Jensen. It has now proven that we were not mistaken, and the 
thing which I want to do as soon as I can is to take another trip through 
that great basin, and see the progress which has been made. 

That is going to be one of the pleasures of my life. 

Mr. Maenvuson. Please come this time as my guest, Mr. Jensen. 

Mr. Jensen. I will just be happy to accept that invitation, Con- 
gressman Magnuson. 

Mr. Zaun. Mr. Jensen, it even astounds us who live there to drive 
into it day by day, and see it blossom. ' 

Mr. Homes. An invitation is cordially extended to you, and we 
will see to it that you live up to your expressed desire. 

Mr. Evins. We would like to hear from our colleague, Congressman 
Magnuson. 

Mr. Maenuson. Mr. Chairman, I have no desire to prolong this 
hearing. I will avail myself of an opportunity to testify on behalf of 
these projects, and I am here to lend my moral support to the requests 
which have been made by these fine people from my State, as Con- 
gressman-at-large from the State, and a member of the Appropria- 
tions Committee, and a member of the subcommittee of Public Works 
of the Appropriations Committee. 

Mr. Evtns. And, I should add, a very valued member of the Con- 
mittee on Appropriations. As you indicated, you represent not only 
this particular district, but the entire State of Washington, as I w- 
derstand it. 

Mr. Maenvson. That is right. 

Mr. Evins. We thank you, Mr. Magnuson. 

Mr. Homes. Mr. Chairman, may I express to you my thanks and 
appreciation for the courtesy which the committee has extended to 
these gentlemen. 

Mr. Zaun. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. You have 4l- 
ways been very good to us. 


Turspay, May 3, 1955. 


HorsesHor Benn, Mercep River 
WITNESS 


HON. B. F. SISK, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Evins. The committee will hear Congressman Sisk of Cal 
fornia. We are most pleased to have him appear before the commit- 
tee at this time. 
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Mr. Sisk. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the com- 
mittee. 

I appear here today on behalf of the Horseshoe Bend project on the 
Merced River in California, and I would like to summarize some 
statements which I have. I shall be brief. 

Mr. Evins. You may proceed with your oral remarks, Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. Sisk. Mr. Chairman, this is a further development on the 
Merced River by the Merced Irrigation District in Merced County, 
(Calif. 

The Merced Irrigation District was organized in 1919, and shortly 
thereafter erected Exchequer Dam, which had no particular flood con- 
trol facilities. It was erected purely for irrigation and power pur- 
poses. That cost the sum of $22.5 million, and of course they are 
dependent upon that for their irrigation water. 

At the present time, it gives them water at something like $1 per 
acre-foot which, of course, is very reasonable for water in our par- 
ticular area. 

Due to the growth of the irrigation district, they have proposed to 
build what we call the Horseshoe Bend project, which is another dam 
just above Exchequer Dam, and it will store from 700,000 or 800,000 
acre-feet of water. They also propose to put in a powerplant. They 
propose, of course, to build that on the same basis that they built 
Exchequer, furnishing the finances themselves, but in view of the fact 
that it will have a number of flood-control features, and that it, of 
course, is a much larger project than the Exchequer Dam project was, 
and that there will be some effect on the lower level basin where the 
Merced River enters the San Joaquin River, they have found that it 
is necessary to review the work of the Army engineers on it, due to its 
flood-control features. 

I might say that as early as 1939 the Secretary of the Army and the 
Army engineers made some studies and then those studies were re- 
viewed to some extent in 1944. 

At the present time, and in view of the immediate need for addi- 
tional water, due to the growth in the irrigation district, and so on, 
they are asking for a restudy of those plans in order that they may 
be brought up to date, and that, if possible, the project might be put 
on the road as rapidly as possible. 

We have statements by Colonel Starbird, and by others of the Corps 
of Engineers, that they are wholeheartedly in favor of making this 
study, and it is estimated by the western regional office that this re- 
study, in its entirety, would cost about $100,000. There are some who 
feel that it would be considerably less. 

My purpose in being here before you gentlemen today is in the hope 
that we might be able to get some $20,000 or some $25,000 authorized 
for an immediate start of this study. It is felt by the people in the 
regional office out there, of the Office of Army engineers, that that 
amount would adequately see them through the first year of this study. 

So, for that reason, I am here today asking that the first year of 
this study receive as much consideration as possible and, if it is at all 
possible, to include it in the amount set aside for this year. 

There are a number of other things which I could say with reference 
to the productivity and so forth of the District, but Mr. Chairman, 
may I ask, if it is permissible, I have some two statements here, which 
I would like to file for the record, if that is in order. 
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Mr. Evins. They may be received, Congressman Sisk. 

Mr. Sisk. One of these is a statement which I made to the Public 
Works Committee myself, and the other is a statement made by Mr. 
Kenneth R. McSwain, who is chief engineer of the Merced Irrigatioy 
District, Merced, Calif., also a statement made to the Public Works 
Committee here in Washington. 

Mr. Evins. Those statements may be received for the record. 

(The statements referred to follow :) 


STATEMENT OF KENNETH R. McSwain, CHrer ENGINEER OF THE MERCED IRRIGATIOY 
DISTRICT, MERCED, CALIF. 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Kenneth R. Me. 
Swain. I am chief engineer of the Merced Irrigation District located in Merced 
County, Calif. I have been with the district 23 years and in my present position 
for over 11 years. 

I am here to request that the committee authorize a review report by the 
Corps of Engineers on the plans for a multiple-purpose development on the 
Merced River at Horseshoe Bend, and make available the sum of $100,000 to 
the Corps of Engineers for the purpose of pursuing its studies. 

The Merced Irrigation District presently owns and controls Exchequer Dam 
and Reservoir on the Merced River about 23 miles northeast of the city of 
Merced, Calif. The reservoir capacity is 281,200 acre-feet and the hydro- 
electric plant develops up to 35,200 kilowatts. The mean annual runoff of the 
river at Exchequer is about 1 million acre-feet. Exchequer Dam was built for 
irrigation and power purposes; any flood-control benefits are purely incidental, 
and are only by virtue of the existence of the structure across the river. We 
are neither physically nor legally able to operate specifically for flood control. 

The present proposal is for the construction of a multiple-purpose dam and 
reservoir at Horseshoe Bend, upstream from the existing Exchequer Reservoir, 
The dam would be 460 feet high, impound about 900,000 acre-feet of water and 
cover an area of 7,000 acres; the powerplant would generate 65,000 kilowatts. 
Operation of the project would be integrated with that of Exchequer in all 
phases of irrigation, power production and flood control. 

The district includes 164,000 acres of irrigated lands, which annually requires 
in the neighborhood of 600,000 acre-feet of water from the Merced River. 
Agricultural development and attendant water use have so increased during the 
past several years that a more dependable irrigation supply is imperative. With 
present storage facilities, anything less than a 70 percent of normal flow of the 
Merced River results in impaired crop production and if the flow is down to 
50 percent, it means financial disaster for most of the 3,000 farms served by the 
district, as we have no storage capacity to hold over water from wet years to 
dry ones. There is no question as to the market for additional hydroelectric 
energy, as California’s needs in this respect are growing every day. 

In 1939 the Corps of Engineers studied the development and reviewed the 
figures in 1944. At both times the results indicated an unfavorable benefit-cost 
ratio, although in 1944 it was almost unity.’ Since that time, costs and benefits 
have changed considerably, due to the tremendous increase in population and 
development of the area. The Merced Irrigation District has made some pre- 
liminary studies at its own expense which indicate that a cooperative Federal- 
local development may be entirely feasible. The district proposes to build the 
project itself and carry the costs of water and power development up to the 
amounts consistent with the benefits derived therefrom. The flood-control 
reservation would be financed by the United States and the project operated by 
the district within the framework of an agreement with the Corps of Engineers. 

While the district has already spent about $44,000 in its studies, it is not within 
our ability to attempt an investigation of flood-control benefits and costs. This is 
partly due to the fact that the Merced River is a tributary to the San Joaquin 
River. The latter has a much more complicated flood problem, the solution of 
which will take into account the operation of a number of Federal and locally 
owned projects. The Corps of Engineers is the only agency capable of making 
studies and recommendations of such wide scope. 

It is my understanding that before any Federal funds can be expended on 4 
project of this nature, studies must be made to determine its overall feasibility 
and to protect the investment of the United States. The Corps of Engineers is 
the appropriate agency for making such determinations. 
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I wish to emphasize that this would be a joint Federal-local project with full 
participation in the portions chargeable to irrigation and power by the Merced 
Irrigation District, a publicly owned body existng under the laws of the State of 
California. The district plans to finance, construct, operate, and control the 
irrigation and power features of the project but is requesting that the United 
States investigate the flocd-control features so that all the public funds used will 
be spent to the best advantage. While it may be possible to ignore flood control 
in our planning, such an omission has never been considered seriously ; I feel that 
it would be extremely shortsighted to do so and that it would be contrary to the 
principles of orderly water development in California and the Nation. 


IRRIGATION 


The district will be able to deliver irrigation water every year until October 
15 under the development plan. Our present works only provide sufficient water 
to last until about July 1 in subnormal years such as 1924, 1931, and 1934. It is 
probable that this year we will be out of water in July, as precipitation has been 
extremely light. 

The best available information reveals a market value loss to the community 
of over $6 million when we stop irrigation in July. 


POWER 


Power could be generated at Horseshoe Bend when irrigation water is not 
required and the water impounded at Exchequer Reservoir downstream, where 
it could be released through the Exchequer turbines during the irrigation season. 
We estimate that the average annual energy from the 2 plants would amount to 
about 350 million kilowatt-hours. 


FLOOD CONTROL 


The capacity of the Merced River channel is about 5,000 cubic feet per second. 
When the flow exceeds this amount there is heavy damage to valuable agricul- 
tural lands, homes, roads, and bridges. The mean annual flood damage is 
estimated at $106,000 per year on the Merced River alone. This does not in- 
clude damage on the San Joaquin River which may be attributed to the erratic 
discharge of the Merced; destruction on the San Joaquin may well exceed that 
on the Merced. 

Damaging floods have occurred many times since Exchequer Dam was com- 
pleted in 1926. The greatest discharge was 24,000 cubic feet per second in 
December 1950. 

In our preliminary studies we planned flood-control reservations that would 
provide a maximum discharge of 5,000 cubic feet per second below Exchequer, 
which should afford good protection along the Merced River and also on the 
San Joaquin. This figure is only our best estimate and is subject to revision 
by the Corps of Engineers. 

With flood-control features included in the development it would be possible 
to utilize the existing Exchequer Reservoir in connection with the new reservoir. 
This has been impossible in the past because of our limited capacity; any sig- 
nificant flood-water reservations would jeopardize our yields of water and power. 


FILINGS 


The district has filed an application for additional storage and for increased 
power generation on the Merced River with the Division of Water Resources 
of the State of California. These applications were filed December 23, 1954, 
and are No. 16186 and No. 16187. 

On February 28, 1955, we filed an application for a preliminary permit (No. 
2179) with the Federal Power Commission, as United States lands will be 
flooded. 

WORK ACCOMPLISHED BY MERCED IRRIGATION DISTRICT 


We have estimated our water requirements for the time that the district 
reaches its ultimate development, and we have determined the total storage 
necessary for a firm irrigation supply. 

We have made studies of power production, using monthly records over a 
30-year period of measured river discharge, and applying our ultimate irrigation 
needs thereto. 
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A more or less arbitrary flood-control reservation was considered when this 
work was done, as noted under flood control. 

Preliminary filings have been made with the State and Federal Power Commis. 
sion, as heretofore stated. 

We have recently completed a survey of the proposed reservoir site, the maps 
being on a scale of 200-feet to the inch and showing 10-foot contours. 

These data are all available to the Corps of Engineers if your committee 
authorizes a review report and provides funds for the work. 

To date the district has spent $44,000 on its investigations and I firmly belieye 
that the Merced Irrigation District Board of Directors intends to pursue the 
studies to a satisfactory conclusion as to the projects feasibility. 


CONTINUATION OF STUDIES 


As soon as we have determined the reservoir capacity more accurately from 
the maps we have recently received, a more detailed check should be made on 
the geology of the reservoir and dam site. 

A preliminary dam design should be prepared and the power output figures 
should be refined. 

While the district is willing to undertake this work it is almost impossible 
to obtain any degree of accuracy until the flood-control factors are determined, 
For this reason it is absolutely essential to our planning to have the Corps of 
Engineers enter into the work at the earliest possible date. The full cooperation 
of the district is assured. 


Extract FRomM RESOLUTION, BOARD OF DIRECTORS, MERCED IRRIGATION DISTRICT 


Whereas the existing storage facilities on the Merced River are inadequate to 
supply necessary flood control on said river and the San Joaquin River below 
the mouth of the Merced River; and 

Whereas flood damages along the Merced and San Joaquin Rivers amount to 
many thousands of dollars annually; and 

Whereas the Merced Irrigation District owns and controls the major irrigation 
and power dam on the Merced River and finds it periodically insufficient to 
supply the district’s needs; and 

Whereas it is the sentiment of the board of directors of the Merced Irriga- 
tion District that immediate steps should be taken to investigate the feasibility 
of additional irrigation and power development and flood control on the Merced 
River, and offers its cooperation to the United States Government in this 
respect: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Committee on Public Works of the United States House 
of Representatives be requested to authorize the Corps of Engineers, Depart- 
ment of the Army, te conduct a review study of their past investigations on the 
Merced River. 

I, Kenneth R. McSwain, duly appointed secretary pro tem of the board of 
directors of Merced Irrigation District, do hereby certify that the foregoing is 
a true and correct copy of a resolution adopted at a regular meeting of the 
board of directors of Merced Irrigation District held on the 1st day of June 
1954. 

In witness whereof I have hereunto affixed my hand and the seal of the said 
district, this 4th day of June 1954. 

KENNETH R. McSwatn, 

[SEAL] Secretary pro tempore. 


STATEMENT OF B. F. SISK, MEMBER OF CONGRESS, BEFORE SUBCOMMITTEE ON FLOOD 
CONTROL, COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WorKs, APRIL 25, 1955 


Mr. Chairman, it gives me a great deal of pleasure to appear before your 
committee on behalf of a proposal which may lead to the kind of project I am 
sure we all can endorse, where the Federal Government may participate with 
local interests in conserving and developing our natural resources under a 
cooperative propram. 

We are asking you to authorize the Corps of Engineers to make a study of a 
proposal to build a dam near Horseshoe Bend on the Merced River of California 
to find out whether it is feasible and practical, and if so, what benefits would 
result. If it is a good project, the Merced Irrigation District proposes to pay 
all the costs of irrigation and power benefits, and will ask you to undertake 
payment for flood control and other benefits properly chargeable to the Federal 
Government. 

Mr. Kenneth R. McSwain, who is the chief engineer of the Merced Irrigation 
District, has been sent here by the people of the district to tell you about the 
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technical and engineering questions and what the district’s plans are. His 
statement shows clearly they are not asking for a handout and that they already 
have spent a large sum of their own money in developing this project. Now 
their hands are tied. Only the Corps of Engineers can determine how this 
project will fit in with the corps’ other plans on the Merced and San Joaquin 
Rivers, and how much benefit the Federal Government will receive from it. 
Without this study and the information it will provide, the district cannot pro- 
ceed. I would like to tell you something about this district, what it has accom- 
plished, and why I think you will want to cooperate with them. 

The Merced Irrigation District is located in Merced County, which is in the 
heart of the Central Valley of California. It includes 164,000 acres of fine 
farming land, all except 15,000 acres or so being in production. This is a land 
of small farms, averaging 30 to 40 acres, which are intensively cultivated by 
the families owning them. It is a fine, stable community, long established, pro- 
gressive, and developing. 

The district was organized in 1919, when it became apparent that increasing 
water problems could be solved only through an organized project. The district 
soon developed plans for getting water and electric power from the Merced 
River nearby, and in 1926 completed Exchequer Dam and powerplant. 

How successful this locality built, financed, and controlled the system has been 
can be seen by the fact that $22,500,000 has been invested in the irrigation and 
power works, and that the farmers receive their water for an average of $1 
per acre-foot, which means about $4 per acre per year. This is a mighty fine 
record When we realize that water in many neighboring areas costs from $5 
to $12 an acre-foot and that the cost per acre per year runs as high as $50. 
I think you will agree that this group of farmers and businessmen are to be 
highly commended for having effectively helped themselves toward a solution of 
acommon problem without Federal or State help. 

Now the crop-raising and irrigation season in this section of California extends 
from about May 1 to October 15, and the problem the Merced people face is that 
they don’t have enough storage of water"at Exchequer Dam to provide a supply 
for the full irrigation season even in the best water years. In the poor years, 
like the present one, their water may run out in July. Also, when they run 
out of water, they run out of electric power, and the amount they can get 
through sale of the power is reduced because the power supply is not dependable; 
they probably could get a third more for each kilowatt-hour of electricity if it 
were firm. 

There is a lot of water in the Merced River they cannot use because they 
can’t store it and it runs away down the river, many times flooding and damaging 
property. The people in the district think it may be practical to build a dam 
at Horseshoe Bend, above Exchequer, to store a lot more water and at the same 
time give badly needed flood control and more dependable power generation. 

There are about 50,000 people living in the Merced Irrigation District. They 
produce about $19 million worth of agricultural products each year. Since 1926, 
to the extent the project permits, they have been providing flood control on the 
river without Federal pay. Castle Air Force Base, one of the major facilities of 
the Strategic Air Command, is located within the boundaries of the district. Its 
pumped water comes from district sources without cost to the Government. The 
district provides the base with drainage facilities free of charge. A lot of taxable 
property was taken off the district assessment rolls when the base was located 
there. The people of Merced welcome the base, but it is true it is a financial 
burden so far as the district is concerned. 

I hope your committee will agree with my view that the Federal Government 
has a real interest in working toward a solution of this problem and participating 
in an investigation of the practicality of a project the local people are willing 
to finance so far as their benefits will permit. And I want to assure you this 
means they will pay the lion’s share of the cost of the project. I feel that if this 
study and report shows a sound project and it is built, all of you will be proud 
of having taken a crucial step toward a worthwhile cooperative development. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Sisk, have you taken this matter up with the Bureau 
of the Budget ? 

I know that you have discussed the matter with me personally, and 
that you have expressed your extreme interest in the matter, but I 
would like to find out the status of the Bureau of the Budget situation 
with regard to your project. 
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Mr. Sisk. Where the Bureau of the Budget is concerned, I do yo} 
have an O. K. from the Bureau of the Budget for this particula 
request. I have talked, as I said before, to the Office of the Army 
Engineers, and have talked to Colonel Starbird, and as TI say, they 
definitely recommend the project, but I do not have clearance from the 
Bureau of the Budget. 

Now, I do not have either negative nor an affirmative decision fron 
them. I have just not had an opportunity to get a clearance from the 
Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. Evins. The Corps of Engineers in your district and in the 
Washington office both recommend the feasibility and the desirability 
of the project? . 

Mr. Sisk. That is right. 

I should very much like to have you check that, if it is possible, 
of course. If you, Mr. Chairman, or the committee would feel so 
inclined, you could question Colonel Starbird about it. I am sure 
he will so state, because they did testify to that effect. 

Mr. Evins. It is your information that $25,000 should be the mini- 
mum amount that this committee should consider to get the project 
underway, if appropriations are to be approved for the next fiscal 
year ? 

Mr. Sisk. That is correct. They feel that to complete this study 
will require $100,000. There has been some question about that by 
some people. They feel it might be done for considerably less. How- 
ever, that is the overall figure. 

The indication from the Department here is that to carry them 
through the first year of the study it probably could be done for 
$20,000 or $25,000. 

Mr. Evrns. The people in the area, in addition to the Corps of Engi- 
neers and their able representatives, are also in favor of this project! 

Mr. Stsk. Yes. I might say this is one project there is absolutely 
no opposition to, that I know anything about. The people are thor- 
oughly in favor of it. 

In 1950 we had a flood which ran into some millions of dollars of 
damage in the Merced Basin, as well as the San Joaquin River Basin, 
where it flows into the San Joaquin River. 

In addition, today we only have about 70 percent of the water needed 
to adequately irrigate the 164,000 acres planned under this project. 
The total cost, provided this project is approved and started, for the 
flood control will in all probability run less than 10 percent of the cost 
of the project. The project will run $40 million or $50 million, and 
it will be financed by the local people in that Merced Irrigation 
District. 

Mr. Evrns. One further question: Could you tell the committee 
how many times the Corps of Engineers has recommended the feasi- 
bility of this project? 

Mr. Sisk. The Corps of Engineers has not recommended the feas- 
ibility, Mr. Chairman. They have recommended that the study be 
made. 

Mr. Evins. I am thinking about the study. 

Mr. Sisk. They recommended it to us. It was recommended to my 
office directly, and then they went before the Public Works Committee 
and recommended the project, and recommended having the study. 

Mr. Evins. It was on more than one occasion; that is the point? 
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Mr. Sisk. Well, I could not be sure of that. I know of one occasion 
when they did, because it was in my presence, and then to my office 
they have made a recommendation, which was to me. Of course, in 
working with the regional office in the area in California the indica- 
tions by the regional office any number of times have been that it is a 
feasible project and that they would recommend it there. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. JENSEN. What is the total estimated cost of the project? 

Mr. Sisk. The total estimated cost—and I would like to have it 
thoroughly understood that it is estimated, because without the Army 
engineers’ study we do not know—today is roughly $45 million. 

Mr. Jensen. What percent of it is reimbursable ¢ 

Mr. Sisk. Please do not misunderstand me. They are not asking 
the Government for that, because this is a local project paid for by 
the local people. The only thing they would be asking the Govern- 
ment for is the flood control features which, as I say, will be prob- 
ably less than 10 percent of the total project. 

Mr. Jensen. The rest of it will be paid for by local money? 

Mr. Sisk. Yes. It is a project to be built by local money. The 
present project, Exchequer Dam, whiclr they have there now, they paid 
for in its entirety, and that cost $22.5 million. The Government does 
not have one dime invested in either the district or the present project 
or the present powerplant. It will not have anything invested in the 
proposed project except what the Army engineers may determine to be 
the flood control features. This is strictly a project to be financed by 
the local people. 

Mr. JENSEN. The reason you are asking the Army engineers to 
make this study and the Congr ess to make that part of the appropria- 
tions which are necessary and which you are requesting is that this is 
a navigable stream and it is a Federal responsibility to that end? 

Mr. Sisk. That is right. They are going in there on a stream which 
has features of flood control. It is a : navigable stream. It is a part 
of the San Joaquin River Basin. And certainly the type and size 
of the project is such that no local group could go in on it without an 
0. K. from the Army engineers and without a study on the feasibility. 

Mr. Evins. It seems to me that where the local’ people are partici- 
pating as they apparently are doing in this area, and there is a project 
which they will build and repay, ‘encouragement should be given to 
such industry. It seems to me in situations like this the committee 
should give encouragement to the project. 

We thank you for your statement. 

Mr. Sisk. I have one further statement, if you will bear with me, 
Mr. Chairman. My assistant just reminded me that the local people 
have already spent $44,000 in this study themselves. The local dis- 
trict has spent that much, and they have reached the point where 
they cannot proceed further without an O. K. by the Army engineers. 

Mr. Evins. You have made a very persuasive argument. 

Mr. Sisk. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen. 
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Eacie Gorczt Dam, Wasu. 


WITNESSES 


HON. THOR C. TOLLEFSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 

HON. DON MAGNUSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 

HON. THOMAS M. PELLY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 

HOWARD A. HANSON, CHAIRMAN, SPECIAL COMMITTEE FOR EAGLE 
GORGE DAM, SEATTLE, WASH. 

JAMES A. GIBBS, CHAIRMAN, BOARD OF KING COUNTY COMMIs. 
SIONERS, SEATTLE, WASH. 

HAROLD TOLLEFSON, MAYOR, CITY OF TACOMA, WASH. 

CLARENCE H. CARLANDER, PRESIDENT, PORT OF SEATTLE COM. 
MISSION, SEATTLE, WASH. 

WILLIAM A. GALBRAITH, DIRECTOR, DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVA- 
TION AND DEVELOPMENT; CHAIRMAN, COLUMBIA BASIN COM. 
MISSION, OLYMPIA, WASH. 

BENJAMIN F. SMITH, REPRESENTING THE CHAMBER OF COM- 
MERCE, KENT, WASH. 

FRANK E. BRIGHTMAN, REPRESENTING THE CITY OF RENTON, 
WASH. 

DAVE J. MOONEY, MAYOR, CITY OF KENT, WASH. 

WILLIAM D. SHANNON, STATE SENATOR, SEATTLE, WASH. 

DON M. FOLLETT, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, SEATTLE CHAMBER 
OF COMMERCE, SEATTLE, WASH. 

STANLEY E. STRETTON, PRESIDENT, SEATTLE CHAMBER OF COM- 
MERCE 

BOB JONES, CITY COUNCILMAN, CITY OF SEATTLE, WASH. 

GEORGE D. ZAHN, STATE SENATOR, REPRESENTING THE COLUMBIA 
BASIN COMMISSION 

HUBERT WALTERS, REPRESENTING THE COLUMBIA BASIN COM- 
MISSION 

DEAN BARLINE, COMMISSIONER, CITY OF TACOMA, WASH., DIREC- 
TOR OF PUBLIC UTILITIES OF THE CITY OF TACOMA, WASH. 

T. W. ANDERSON, MEMBER OF THE UTILITIES BOARD, CITY OF 
TACOMA, WASH. 

GEORGE THOMAS, REPRESENTING THE SEATTLE CHAMBER OF 
COMMERCE, SEATTLE, WASH. 


Mr. Evins. The committee will be pleased to hear the testimony of 
our colleagues, Congressman Tollefson, Congressman Pelly, and Con- 
gressman Magnuson, of the State of Washington. 

I believe you have a large number of witnesses with you. We will 
be delighted to hear you and have your testimony. 

We can say for the record that you are ably represented by your 
colleagues from this area. 

Mr. Totterson. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, in 
behalf of everyone who is here in connection with the Eagle Gorge 
flood-control project I want to express our appreciation for the op- 


Hon. 
{ 


DE 
Dam 
work 
Was) 
this 
cont 

Th 
indu: 
The 
yolul 
State 

11 
priat 


SratT 


My 
tion. 
Th 
in ¥ 
the x 
fined 
In 
the } 
coule 
tion 
latu 
agai 
Be 
tura! 
ham 
flood 
thro 
fits t 
Th 
Stat 
appr 
ary 
abou 
Aubt 
annu 
man: 
of E 





171 


ortunity of appearing before the committee and testifying in behalf 
of the project. We do have a large delegation. 

We realize that time is limited, and for that reason all of the people 
here will not testify. There will only be four statements in addition 
tothe brief comments from the Members of the House of Representa- 


tives. 
I should like to ask permission of the chairman that those who do 
not testify be allowed to file statements. 

Mr. Evins. That permission will be granted. 

Mr. TotieFrson. Thank your, sir. 

(The statements are as follows :) 

STATE or WASHINGTON, 
Olympia, April 22, 1955. 
Hon. CLARENCE CANNON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Works 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DeAR CONGRESSMAN CANNON: The construction of the proposed Eagle Gorge 
Dam on the Green River has become one of the most urgently needed public 
works in the State of Washington. For four consecutive regular sessions the 
Washington State Legislature has appropriated $1,500,000 for State support: of 
this project, indicating statewide recognition of the importance of this flood- 
control dam. 

The likelihood of a flood on the Green River, which would inundate tremendous 
industries and installations having to do with our national security, is very great. 
The construction of the proposed dam would protect these vital industries, a great 
volume of local industries, an important agricultural area, several towns, many 
State and other public facilities, plus the lives of many thousands of people. 

I urgently recommend that the Congress of the United States make an appro- 
priation to begin the immediate construction of the proposed Eagle Gorge Dam. 


Sincerely, 
ARTHUR B. LANGLIE. Governor. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM GALBRAITH, DIRECTOR, DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND 
DEVELOPMENT, STATE OF WASHINGTON 


My name is William Galbraith. I am director of the department of conserva- 
tion and development of the State of Washington. 

The need for construction of the proposed Eagle Gorge Dam on the Green River 
in Washington is so great that several people are giving testimony relative to 
the many worthwhile effects it will bring to the area. My testimony will be con- 
fined to the State’s direct interest in this matter. 

In 1949 our State legislature appropriated $1,500,000 from the general fund as 
the State’s contribution to this important project. The law required that this 
could not be spent until the Congress of the United States made an appropria- 
tion for the construction of the dam. Every regular session of our State legis- 
lature since that time has reappropriated the $1,500,000—in 1951, 1953, and 
again in the last session in 1955. 

Beside the great value of this flood-control project to industrial and agricul- 
tural lands there are other factors of great interest to the State of Washington; 
namely, the protection of several miles of State highways which are annually 
flooded by the rapid runoff of the Green River, the increased pollution control 
through an important agricultural and industrial area and the potential bene- 
fits to commercial and sports fishing in the State of Washington. 

The Washington State Highway Department reports that every year primary 
State Highway No. 5 starting at about 1 mile south of Renton and extending for 
approximately 1 mile, is covered with 3 feet of water for about 3 days; second- 
ary Highway No. 5B in 3 locations east of Auburn is covered every year for 
about 1 day to a depth of 2 feet, and secondary Highway No. 5 between Kent and 
Auburn is covered for 2 days to a depth of 2 feet. These floods are due to the 
annual normal runoff of the Green River. In years of unusually high water 
many more miles are inundated and for much longer periods. The construction 
of Eagle Gorge Dam will prevent the tremendous damage done by high water 
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and it will also be of great value in maintaining higher river flows during the 
dry periods of the year. 

In this matter it will greatly enhance the fish resources of this area by mak. 
ing it possible to control the minimum flow of this stream. The Green River 
is one of the most important fishing streams in western Washington producing 
chinook, silver, chum, and pink salmon having an annual wholesale value coy. 
mercially in excess of $600,000. In addition the Green River supports an jp. 
portant steelhead and resident trout fishery. 

By being enabled to maintain a better flow in dry seasons the control of pol- 
lution in this important industrial and agricultural area will become far greater 
than it is at present. 

The department of conservation and development of the State of Washington 
respectfully requests that an appropriation be made for the immediate construe- 
tion of the proposed Eagle Gorge project. 

The Columbia Basin Commission, Washington State agency, authorized by an 
act of the legislature, and charged with the responsibility of natural resources 
development, endorses the preceding statement made by William A. Galbraith, 
and adopts that statement as its statement in full support of the Eagle Gorge 
project. 

The Columbia Basin Commission respectfully urges that this committee give 
favorable support to the requested appropriation. 


STATEMENT OF BENJIMAN F. SMITH, REPRESENTING KENT CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I am Benjiman F. Smith, official representative 
of the Kent Chamber of Commerce. I wish to thank you for the opportunity to 
appear before your committee and request permission to place the following 
statement and the supporting material attached hereto. 

IT am a resident of Kent, Wash., and a produce and dairy farmer in the Green 
River Valley. I am a former member of the King County Flood Control Com- 
mittee and have been associated with local interests for the construction of the 
Eagle Gorge Dam. I represent the people of the valley, also the Chambers of 
Commerce of Kent and Auburn. 


NATURE OF THE VALLEY 


The Green River Valley which will be protected from periodic floods by 
construction of the Eagle Gorge Dam is a long, narrow valley about 3 miles wide 
and 20 miles long, embracing about 19,000 acres of fine agricultural land. The 
Green River is a 150-foot mountain stream which descends from the steep moun- 
tains east of Auburn and winds through the fertile valley to Elliott Bay, in 
Seattle, some 30 miles away. On the floor of the Green River Valley live some 
35,000 people, comprising the towns and communities of Kent, Auburn, Pacific, 
Algona, Renton, Tuckwilla, Allentown, and Georgetown. 


FLOODS 


Ten major floods have occurred in the valley in the past 48 years, with smaller 
floods occurring intermittently. These floods are what are commonly referred to 
as flash floods. They are not due to a backwash from the Pacific tides. The 
floods occur during the months of November, December, January, and February 
and are attributable to the rapid runoff of mountain snow caused by the wart 
Chinook winds common to the region. This transformation from frozen snow to 
raging floodwaters takes about 64 hours. The water in its rapid descent bursts 
over the river banks causing the river to practically disappear and the valley 
becomes a flowing river. Diking and channelization, experience has shown, will 
never cure the Green River Valley floods. We believe from past experience and 
due consideration that the only remedy is the retaining basin such as the Eagle 
Gorge Dam proposes. 

ECONOMIC LOSS 


The economic life of the valley has been gradually taking shape over the 
past 75 years. The early days timber and lumbering provided a majority of 
the industry, later hop farms, then other types of agriculture and dairying be- 
came the principal types of industry. Today, industry of other types is encroach- 
ing on the valley floor. The soil is classified in land capability, class I and 
class II. The soils are of high agricultural value and are the most important 
crop-producing soils in King County. The class I and class II soils are probably 
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the finest agricultural lands in the United States. These soils are used primarily 
‘or the production of truck crops, pasture, forage, and intensive dairy industry. 
There are some farms that produce blueberries, raspberries and strawberries. 
The productive value of this land is exceptionally high. Nearly all of these 
jands are subject to flood when major floods occur on the Green River. The 
flooding causes severe crop damage as well as other types of damage attendant 
thereto. It follows that these floods require intensive work and great expense 
in getting the soil back into agricultural production. In the time of flood the 
damage to railroads, roads, buildings, and other improvements runs into many 
hundreds of thousands of dollars, 


MATTERS OF DEFENSE TO THE AREAS 


Since Pearl Harbor, the Green River Valley has become a link in our chain 
of national defense; to the north stands two airplane manufacturing plants, 
Boeing plant No. 2 and Boeing Renton. These plants produce the best fighting 
equipment we know of: B-47, B—52, C—97, and the new 707. To the south in the 
heart of the Green River Valley is located antiaircraft unit No. 28, at the O’Brien 
site in the Seattle defense area. These guns are installed to protect Boeings 
against an air attack. In time of high water this unit would be completely out 
of commission. I direct your attention to the certified report and sketch of the 
King County Soil Conservation District attached hereto. 

The Army depot, at Auburn, Wash., the western terminus of the Northern 
Pacific Railroad is in the southern end of the Green River Valley, and is almost 
completely isolated from Seattle and points north in time of flood. This is a 
supply depot for the Seattle area, Alaska, and the North Pacific area. 


SUPPORTING MATERIALS 


I wish to file this statement for your consideration along with the following 
material: 1 certified sketch by King County Soil Conservation District; 1 collec- 
tion of flood pictures; 1 statement from the Kent Chamber of Commerce. 

Thank you again for you consideration. 


KING County Soln CONSERVATION DISTRICT, 
Renton, Wash., April 11, 1955. 
Mr, L. J. COSTELLO, 
Route 2, Bor 780, Kent, Wash. 

DEAR Mk. COSTELLO: Army guns located at stations A, B, C, and D would be 
covered by floodwaters comparable to the 1933 runoff to the depths listed: 
A, 3.2 feet ; B, 4 feet ; C, 3.2 feet; D, 3.3 feet ; B, 5 feet. 

O’Brien site, Seattle defense area, AAA No. 28. 

That portion SEY4NW4, sec. 1, T. 22 N., R. 4 E., lying westerly PSERY. 

Yours very truly, 
Floyd J. Prewitt, 
FLoyp. J. PREWITT, 
Engineer. 
L. J. COSTELLO, 
Director, King County Soil Conservation District. 


Subscribed and sworn to before me this 26th day of April 1955. 
JAMES B. SNIDER, 
Notary Public in and for the State of Washington, residing at Kent. 


STATEMENT BY F. E. BRIGHTMAN FOR EAGLE GORGE DAM 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my name is F. E. Brightman. 
lam a lawyer practicing in Renton and a member of the Renton Chamber of 
Commerce. 

Renton, located at the south end of Lake Washington between the lake and 
the north end of the area of Green River Valley subject to flood, is a city of 
about 20,000 population, the center of a residential, business, and industrial 
area with a population well over 50,000. Our community has a most intimate 
relation to this flood problem. 
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Immediately to the south of our city, in the north end of the flood area, is q 
district most adversely affected, a large part of it remains waste swamplang, 
To the west of thissswamp area, where the ground is slightly higher but stijj 
subject to disastrous floods is the Longacres Racetrack. This whole area jg 
covered by floodwaters from time to time, sometimes for long periods of each 
year. Great damage has been done from time to time to the racetrack and its 
buildings. 

It seems quite apparent that our benefits here in the Renton community wil] 
come not alone from the general benefits realized by the larger community em. 
bracing Seattle, Renton, Kent, Auburn, and Tacoma, and other valley cities and 
communities, but because we have immediately adjoining our city the most 
blighted area in the flood district, we will experience a special benefit by this 
flood control. If these floodwaters were controlled, this land would quickly be 
occupied by farms, homes, and industrial development. 

The mortgage loan organizations in Seattle and the valley cities will not make 
mortgage loans in the worst parts of the flood area. In parts of the district 
where they will make them at all, the loans are so restricted because of floods 
that it retards or practically prevents development of a large part of the area, 

We think it is apparent that if the dam were built. this valuable area. par. 
ticularly that adjoining our city, would begin at once to make increased returns 
to the Government from its use by our people for agricultural, industrial, and 
residential purposes. The impetus given to the community by protection from 
these floods would be such as to make increased returns to the Federal Treasury, 
contributing substantially, we believe, to meeting the cost of the Federal out- 
lay for building the dam. 


STATEMENT OF DAVE J. MooNry, MAyor, Ciry or KENT, WASH. 


Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of this committee, my name is Dave 
J. Mooney. I am the mayor of Kent, Wash., having served in this capacity since 
1947. I wish to express my appreciation and the appreciation of the people of my 
community for the opportunity of appearing before you with the request for 
construction funds for Eagle Gorge Dam. 

The construction of Eagle Gorge Dam will put an end to the floods that cause 
losses totaling countless hundreds of thousands of dollars almost annually to 
the people of my community. 

I have watched King County crews for over 25 years build dikes and raise 
roads in an effort to eliminate floods. I know there is no other plan that will 
give flood control to our great valley except one known to sound engineering. 
If there is any project that is economically justified within the purview of the 
Federal responsibility, I do believe it is this. 

I do not wish to be repetitious, I have taken enough of your time. I am filing 
with your committee an exhibit, which includes photostatic copies of letters I 
have received from people of my community and photographs depicting various 
flood conditions. 

Mr. Chairman, may I say for my people and myself, that we hope my appear- 
ance here will prove to be helpful. 


STATEMENT BY STATE SENATOR WILLIAM D. SHANNON 


Iam William D. Shannon, a consulting hydraulic engineer of Seattle. I have 
been a member of the Washington State Legislature since 1947, and presently 
represent the 43d district in the State senate. 

In 1948 the Seattle district engineer was directed to ascertain from local 
interests what, if any, contributions would be made to the project cost of the 
Eagle Gorge Dam. As a result of a conference with State, county, port, and 
city officials, it was decided to request the State of Washington to contribute 
$1,500,000 and the county of King $500,000. The county promptly made their 
appropriation. The proposal to request the State of Washington to appropriate 
its portion was presented to the State legislature by the writer and with the 
approval of the Governor and other State officials the appropriation was made 
by the legislature in 1949. 

This sum was reappropriated in 1951, 1953, and 1955, and is now covered by 
chapter 16: Special Session Laws of 1955, approved by the Governor April 4, 
1955, and is available as soon as an appropriation by the Congress is made and 
construction work is begun. 
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The State of Washington has over the years appropriated funds to deepen 
the Green River channel and protect its banks from erosion of the high river 
fows. This work, however, has little effect on the disastrous floods that have 
occurred frequently, overflowing the riverbanks and doing great damage to the 
jand and structures in the valley. These floods can only be controlled by a dam 
constructed in the gorge of the Green River, some 35 miles above the city of 
seattle. With the construction of the proposed dam, the river valley will no 
longer be subjected to flood conditions and the land will then be available for 
extensive improvements benefiting the industrial and agricultural life of a large 
area, 

The State legislature has long recognized the importance of this problem to 
the economic life of King County and the city of Seattle, and earnestly hopes that 
the Congress will provide the necessary funds so that the Eagle Gorge Dam 
project may be started in 1956. 


STATEMENT OF Don M. FOLLETT, VICE PRESIDENT AND GENERAL MANAGER, SEATTLE 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


Mr. Chairman and Gentlemen, I am Don M. Follett, vice president and general 
manager, Seatthe Chamber of Commerce. I thank you for the privilege of this 
hearing. 

In 1928, the chamber joined with Kent and Auburn in asking for a Federal 
flood-control survey of Green River. We have followed the project ever since. 

In 1947, the district engineer held a hearing at which all local interests en- 
dorsed the present plan for a dam at Eagle Gorge. In 1948, the local interests 
were invited to indicate their views as to local participation. In 1949, the State 
legislature proposed a contribution of $2 million, appropriating $1,500,000 
for State participation and providing for $500,000 contribution by King County. 
These funds have been reappropriated and are available in cash. In 1949, Con- 
gress authorized the project, conditioned upon $2 million local contribution. 

The project has advanced through the planning stage and is before Congress 
with a budget request of $1 million to start construction in fiscal 1956. The 
local interests are united in support of such action. 

Back in 1928, the sole problem was relief from disastrous floods. That is 
the primary purpose of the dam. But conditions have changed, and now the 
dam will serve additional purposes, all of vital concern to the welfare of the 
area and State. 

Seattle is the largest city and the chief center of commerce, industry, and 
shipping in the entire Pacific Northwest. The rapidly increasing population 
necessitates new and modern highways. The fish resource of the Green River 
is increasingly important. 

The summer low-water flow of the river is detrimental to fish life and a source 
of pollution. Private wells in the valley are polluted by floodwaters. Disas- 
trous floods are a menace to the entire valley. 

By 1928, Seattle had reclaimed from the tide and the river, and improved its 
principal industrial area. Today, the Government occupies one-fourth of it 
for defense purposes, and the rest is now in use, with rail and water trans- 
portation. The only location for expansion is in the flood valley. 

What was originally the problem of the valley residents, rural and urban, has 
become a public problem. The dam will solve these many problems. It will 
also enable the city of Tacoma to increase its municipal water supply from 
Green River, and will permit some supplemental irrigation in the valley. In 
atrue sense the dam is a key project. 

The flood map filed at this hearing shows that there is a long, winding sec- 
tion of the river, from Black River Junction downstream some 4 miles, which 
must be improved before industrial expansion from Seattle can be had. 

This work will be done at a local cost of $9,300,000, over and above further 
costs to put lands in the valley in condition for use. This work cannot be 
undertaken until the dam is assured. 

The dam will remove the flood menace, the river improvement will make the 
valley accessible on water grade. The two will result in putting the valley 
in condition for its best and bighest uses. 

By reason of its urgent importance, and the public service it will render, the 
Eagle Gorge Dam is the No. 1 public flood-control project in the State of 


Washington. 
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We respectfully appeal for an appropriation of $1 million to start construction 
of the project in fiscal 1956. 
I thank you. 


Mr. Tuor C. Totierson. I have just a word in connection with the 
project, Mr. Chairman. The committee already knows that this 
project has been authorized, that planning money has been appro. 
priated, and in the next fiscal year construction work may be started, 
provided we get construction funds. 

I think the committee has been informed that there are local funds 
available to the extent of $2 million which can be used as soon as 
Congress appropriates construction funds. 

The project, as I have indicated, is for flood control, designed to 
prevent the recurring floods in the area which have over the years 
done considerable damage and interrupted the normal activities of the 
area. 

Before I introduce those gentlemen who will testify, may I call 
upon Congressman Pelly and Congressman Magnuson for comments 
which they would like to make? 

Mr. Evins. Congressman Pelly. 

Mr. Petxy. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
very appreciative of this opportunity to join with our colleague, Mr. 
Tollefson, in support of the Eagle Gens Dam. I will not take the 
time of the committee to go into detail, and will avail myself of the 
privilege already accorded to file a brief statement, which I under- 
stand will be made a part of the record. 

Mr. Evins. It may be received, Mr. Pelly. 

Mr. Petty. Thank you. 

(The statement is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE THOMAS M. PELLY (F1rSt DISTRICT oF 
WASHINGTON ) 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appreciate this opportunity to 
testify in support of construction funds for a flood-control dam at Eagle Gorge 
on the Green River in King County, Wash. Although this project is located 
in the district most ably represented by the distinguished gentleman from 
Washington (Mr. Tollefson) my district has an equal interest through Seattle's 
need of industrial expansion into the flood area. Also I should point out that 
the waters of the Green River flow through the Duwamish River into Pudget 
Sound at Elliott Bay, which is the harbor of Seattle and a part of my district. 
As soon as this dam is built and the floods brought under control the channel of 
the lower Duwamish can be straightened out at a local cost of $9 million and 
a much-needed program of locating permanent bridges and highways begun. As 
it is Metropolitan Seattle presently is burdened by the impossibility of industrial 
zoning in this lower Duwamish Valley and the interest in the immediate construc- 
tion of the dam of my district accordingly is very great. 

Factual data is being furnished by other witnesses, and I shall not restate 
details which will be fully covered by others. However, in urging favorable 
committee action, I do want to emphasize the pressing nature of this project 
as far as the city of Seattle is concerned. In my opinion the estimated ratio 
of benefits to cost is too conservative because under present conditions the po- 
tential value of benefits has greatly increased. However, to Seattle time is the 
critical factor in view of the need of permanent zoning, location of highways, 
and other necessary improvements. 

I strongly urge this appropriation, and thank the committee for allowing the 
various witnesses from Seattle to appear here today. 
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SrATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN DoN MAGNUSON IN SUPPORT OF APPROPRIATION 
REQUESTS FOR EAGLE GORGE DAM, GREEN RIVER, WASH, 

The number of local witnesses scheduled to appear before this committee in 
support of the $1 million requested in the budget to begin construction of Eagle 
dorge Dam indicates the unanimity of local backing for this project. These 
witnesses will supply a good deal of detailed information about the project, so 
[| will not attempt to duplicate their testimony. 

In expressing my strong support for the budget request, I just want to stress 
two points. 

First, the Eagle Gorge Dam, which will be located on the Green River about 
95 miles southeast of the city of Seattle, Wash., is absolutely necessary to con- 
trol the periodic floods in the Green River Valley, which constitutes the 
principal—and I might say, the only—region for industrial expansion in the 
Seattle area. I have seen the damage which these floods can cause and can 
assure the committee that Eagle Gorge Dam is badly needed. 

Second, there is a very high degree of local cooperation in the proposed 
project. Local interests have set aside $2 million in cash—$1,500,000 from the 
State of Washington, and $500,000 from King County—for initial construction 
costs of the dam. In addition, local interests are prepared to undertake the 
work of realining the existing river bed, building an access highway, and making 
other improvements which are necessary before the full benefits of the dam 
can be realized. 


Mr. Evins. Mr. Magnuson. 

Mr. Magnuson. Mr. Chairman, I do not care to take any of the 
time of these witnesses, but I do want to say that I am very familiar 
with the need for this flood-control project. As a newspaperman in 
Seattle before I came to Congress I had to cover floods in this area 
on several occasions. In fact, I rode over all the flooded area in the 
Army ducks, while they were evacuating people flooded out of their 
homes and so forth. Therefore, I am intimately acquainted with the 
necessity for this project. I would like to insert a proposed statement 
in the record at this point. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Magnuson. 

Mr. Tollefson, will you present the witnesses, please. 

Mr. Toor C. Totierson. Yes. Before I call on those who will 
testify, may I read into the record the names of the people who will 
sibmit statements, to give the committee some indication of the wide 
support of the project. 

Mr. William A. Galbraith, director, department of conservation and 
development, and also chairman of the Columbia Basin Commission 
of the State of Washington. 

Mr. Benjamin F. Smith, representing the Chamber of Commerce 
of Kent, Washington, which is one of the cities that periodically gets 
flooded. 

Mr. Frank E. Brightman, representing the city of Renton, Wash., 
which is also seriously affected by the floods which occur. 

The mayor of the city of Kent, Wash., Mayor Dave J. Mooney, who 
is certainly familiar with the damage done from time to time. 

Senator William D. Shannon, a State senator from Seattle, Wash. ; 
Mr. Don M. Follett, executive vice president of the Seattle Chamber 
of Commerce; Mr. Stanley E. Stretton, president of the Seattle 
Chamber of Commer ce; Mr. Bob Jones, a councilman of the ¢ ity of 

Seattle; Senator George Zahn and Mr. Hubert Walters, two gentle- 
men who are members of the Columbia Basin Commission; Mr. Dean 
Barline, director of public utilities of the city of Tacoma; Mr. Tom 
Anderson, who is a member of the utilities board of the city of Tacoma. 

Mr. George Thomas of the Seattle Chamber of Commerce. 
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The first witness to be heard is Mr. Howard A. Hanson, the chair- 
man of the special committee for Eagle Gorge Dam. I might say 
to you gentlemen that he has been chairman of that committee, | 
should judge, some 20 years or so. 

Mr. Hanson. It has been about that time. 

Mr. Evins. You may proceed, Mr. Hanson. 

Mr. Hanson. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Again I wish to reiterate our appreciation for the opportunity of 
bringing this much-needed project to the attention of the committees 
in Congress. As Congressman Tollefson has said, I have served in 
one capacity or another for a great many years in connection with this 
work, and it is on the basis of a civic undertaking entirely. 

The project has been before your committee through the planning 
period, and has weathered President Truman’s directive of no new 
starts unless concerned with the national defense. That was the 
case we had to try as a case, and we won. 

This project has met your committee’s well-considered require- 
ments, designed to bring up for construction the most needed proj- 
ects. It has reached the construction stage and is now before Con- 
gress with a budget request for $1 million to start construction. 

This has required $2 million of local contribution, which is available 
in cash. 

As to the factual data, the cost of the project is $22.5 million, of 
which $20.5 million is the Government’s part and $2 million the local 
interest. 

The benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.20 to 1, and has been increasing. 

In addition to the factual data that is contained in my statement, 
which we have copies of here for the committee, I have some supple- 
mental data in this green folder. 

I would like to file, if I may Mr. Chairman, this copy. It contains, 
among other things, a picture of the dam. I have here a separate 
sketch of the dam, which may be filed. You will then have the in- 
formation there that may be helpful. 

(The information is as follows:) 


Progect DATA 


LOCATION OF DAM SITE 


From Kanaskat, Wash.: 6 miles southeast. 
From Seattle, Wash.: 35 miles southeast. 
In section 28, Twp. 21 N., R. 8 E., Willamette meridian. 


HYDROLOGIC DATA 


Drainage area above dam site: 144,000 acres (225 square miles) 

Runoff, mean annual, above dam site: 758,000 acre-feet (63.1 inches). 
(Estimated from Palmer gage 2 miles below damsite) 

Discharges of record at Palmer gage (1932 through 1951) : 


Cubic feet 
per second 
iAwerhwe anata ie elo bh ES 1, 075 
Minimum average monthly (September 1938)_.--__-_--______--___ 99 
Maximum average monthly (December 1933) _----..---__.-___-__- 5, 533 
Maximum instantaneous peak (December 1946)_--.._--__________ 23,200 


RESERVOIR 


Reservoir length with pool at spillway crest (elevation 1,206) : 5 miles. 
Storage capacity with pool at spillway crest (elevation 1,206) : 106,000 acre-feet. 
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Type of dam: Rock-fill. 
Crest elevation: 1,230 feet. 
Maximum height of dam above bedrock: 230 feet. 
Length of crest: 500 feet. 
SPILLWAY 


Type of spillway: Side channel, with ungated overflow weir. 
spillway, crest elevation: 1,206 feet. 
Capacity: 155,000 cubic feet per second. 


OUTLET WORKS 


Tunnel : 
Location: Left abutment. 
Type: Concrete lined. 
Dimensions: 22’ x 22’ (Modified horseshoe) 
Length: 915 feet. 
Capacity at conservation pool elevation: 1,141: 17,000 cubic feet per second. 
Capacity at spillway crest elevation 1,206: 22,500 cubie feet per second. 
Control: Tainter gates at intake. 
Relocations : 
Length of 
relocation 
(in miles) 
Northern Pacific Ry. (main line trackage) 
Pacific Telephone and Telegraph Co € 
Puget Sound Power & Light Co. transmission line 4. 
s3onneville Power Administration transmission lines: 
Line No. 1 


Graves: 5 each (estimated). 
Construction time: 41% years. 


DESCRIPTION OF DAM 


Eagle Gorge dam site lies in a narrow gorge with nearly vertical rock bluffs, 
180 feet high on the left side, and a somewhat less steep bank on the right. The 
entire left abutment appears to be composed of sound rock and similar rock is 
found at shallow depths in the river bed. Bedrock is exposed on the surface of a 
portion of the right abutment, but the major part of this abutment is a prehis- 
toric river channel which has been filled with soil and rock brought in by river 
and glacial action. Because of the lack of extensive bedrock formations in the 
right abutment the original concrete gravity dam design has been changed to a 
rock-fill design. 

The rock-fill, with a central, impervious core of compacted material, will rise 
some 230 feet about the river bed. Most of the rock-fill for the dam will come 
from excavation of the spillway section in the left abutment. The spillway is 
merely a “safety-valve” feature of the project to prevent overtopping of the dam 
and ordinarily water would never flow in it. Passage of water through the dam 
for all normally anticipated operating conditions will be accomplished by means 
of a 22-foot gate-controlled tunnel located in the left abutment. This tunnel will 
be the first item to be constructed for the dam, and during the dam construction 
period it will be used for diverting the river flow away from the present river 
channel. 

Because of the nature of the soil and rock in the right abutment an impervious 
earth blanket will be placed on the upstream side of the abutment to prevent 
excessive seepage of water from a reservoir pool. 

Construction of this project will introduce the problem of safeguarding the 
city of Tacoma’s municipal water supply from pollution and turbidity resulting 
from construction and operation of Eagle Gorge Reservoir. The corps recognizes 
that the Federal Government has a responsibility for the good of the general 
public to preserve the existing quality of this water supply and it intends to take 
sich measures as may be reasonably required. 
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RELOCATION OF FACILITIES 


Construction of Eagle Gorge Reservoir will require the relocation of certain 
existing wire line, road, and railroad facilities. These relocations are of rely. 
tively minor extent except for the railroad. The main line of the Northern Pacijic 
Railway follows Green River at a low level as the line approaches the Cascais 
Mountains. At Eagle Gorge dam site the railroad passes through the bottom of 
the canyon and extends eastward through the entire length of the reservoir arey. 
It is necessary, therefore, at the dam site to raise the railroad approximately 29 
feet so that the line can pass the dam and traverse the reservoir area above the 
maximum pool level. To accomplish this change a new railroad grade will }» 
constructed along the south side of the valley starting at Humphrey, the easter); 
end of the reservoir area, and extending westward to a point beyond Kanaskat. 
giving a total relocation distance of 14.8 miles. Of necessity, the new location 
lies in steep, mountainous terrain, and the cost is estimated to be about $1 
million. 

Because the existing railroad passes through the site of dam construction, it jx 
necessary that the railroad be removed before any appreciable amount of work 
can be done for the dam. Construction of the railroad change is therefore tl» 
first work which must be undertaken when project construction starts. Approxi- 
mately 2 years will be required to complete the railroad relocation. 


RESERVOIR OPERATION 


The primary purpose of Eagle Gorge Reservoir is to provide a storage basin 
for temporarily retaining excessive flood flows of Green River. Damaging floods 
on Green River occur in the winter months, at any time, from about November 1 
to March 1 each season. During this period the reservoir will be kept substan- 
tially empty, except for a small capacity, low-level pool to aid in river drift 
collection. Normal river flows will be passed through the outlet tunnel in the 
left abutment. If river flows should reach flood stage, the tunnel control gates 
will be regulated to limit releases to the safe channel capacity in downstream 
areas and the excess river flood flows will be impounded in the reservoir. When 
the storm causing the flood passes and river discharges return to normal, the 
impounded floodwater in the reservoir will be released through the outlet tunnel 
as fast as possible but always at a rate which will not exceed the safe channel 
eapacity in the downstream areas. After a flood period has occurred, it is 
necessary that any floodwater impounded in the reservoir be released immedi- 
ately to give storage space for another flood which might occur at any time. The 
cycle of impounding and releasing of floodwaters will be repeated as often as 
storm conditions require during each winter season. 

At the end of the flood season, about March 1, the reservoir will ordinarily 
be empty. During the period from March 1 to about June 1 normal streamflow 
in excess of existing water requirements could be stored for later use during 
the dry, low-flow summer season. At present, it is planned to store sufficient 
water during this period to assure a minimum flow of 110 second-feet in the 
downstream river channel for the general benefit of fisheries. About 28,000 
acre-feet of storage is required for this purpose. Normal spring river flows 
are adequate for impoundment of additional storage of about this same amount 
which might be used for municipal water supply, downstream irrigation, pollu- 
tion control, or other beneficial water uses. Operation of Eagle Gorge Reservoir 
for this additional storage will depend upon the need for such storage and upon 
the application of public agencies for such reservoir use. If water is to be 
stored for these additional water supply purposes, storage charges, in accordance 
with appropriate Federal policy, would be assessed. 


RECENT FLOODS 


Severely damaging floods occur at sufficiently frequent intervals to retard 
further development of the Green River Valley, between Seattle and Auburn, and 
they also cause much damage to existing farms, homes, and many other facilities 
in the area. The river channel downstream from Auburn can safely carry a 
flow of about 12,000 second-feet, and when the river discharge exceeds this 





amot 
Aubt 


Dec. 
Feb. 
Jan. 

M 
floor 

A 
be d 
fact 
stre 

B 
that 
Tha 

T 
son 

QO 
men 
Tac 
of n 
Mr. 
wit] 
dan 
dan 

T 
Con 
som 
of t 
floo 
wit! 
dow 
aro 

A 
the 
not 
bia 
Sta 
por 
‘] 
cou 
bec 

( 
of t 
loe: 
our 


I 





"ertain 
f rela. 
Pacitic 
ascaide 
tom of 
r areg, 
‘ly 200 
ve the 
Vill be 
astern 
laskat, 
cation 
ut $1 


ni, it is 
F Work 
re the 
proxi 


- dasin 
floods 
nber 1 
bstan- 
* drift 
in the 
gates 
‘tream 
When 
ul, the 
tunnel 
lannel 
. it is 
imedi- 

The 
ten as 


narily 
mflow 
luring 
ficient 
in the 
28,000 
flows 
mount 
pollu- 
ervoir 
| upon 
to be 
‘dance 


retard 
n, and 
‘ilities 
rry a 
3 this 


181 


amount, flooding of valley lands commences. In the past 10 years flood flows at 
Auburn have been recorded as follows: 


River discharge River discharge 
(second-feet) (second-feet) 


pec, 11, 1946 Us Be Fe neces 13, 400 
Feb. 10, 1951 18, 400 | Dec. 10, 1953___-~- 17, 600 
Jan. 23, 1953_ : Oe FR Ee, | ee ee _ 16,100 

Mr. Hanson. The primary purpose of the dam, of course, is for 
flood control and for essential expansion into the valley. 

As to the additional uses: There are benefits to fish life. That will 
be discussed particularly by Mr. Gibbs, and that is a very important 
factor. This will bring about alleviation of pollution in the lower 
stream. 

By the way, gentlemen, in spite of the flood condition we have on 
that river in the summer flow it gets as low as 81 cubic feet per second. 
That is a menace to the fish life of that important stream. 

There will also be some supplemental irrigation possible by rea- 
son of the spring storage of water. 

One of the primary advantages of the storage will be to supple- 
ment and add to the present municipal water supply of the city of 
Tacoma, a city of about 160,000 people, which has its primary source 
of municipal water supply in this fine stream. The mayor of ‘Tacoma, 
Mr. Tollefson, will discuss that subject, and we are heartily in accord 
with the position they take as to the construction and operation of the 
dam, so that the water supply for that municipal center shall not be 
damaged in any way, and that can be done. 

There is no power provided for in this project by authorization of 
Congress. At some future time it might be possible to add to it to 
some extent, with a limited amount of power. But the real function 
of the dam is to protect against sudden floods. We have those flash 
floods by reason of the heavy snowfall in the mountains, combined 
with the chinook winds and the short distance from the upper reaches 
down to the valley. The floods are on us before we can turn 
around. 

As to the critical need for the project, Seattle is the largest city and 
the first industrial center for commerce, manufacturing, and industry 
not only in the State but in the entire Pacific Northwest, the Colum- 
bia Basin, and the whole region. King County has 34 percent of the 
State’s population. The valley has only 5 percent of the county’s 
population. 

The drainage area of this river basin is 22 percent of the total 
county area, so that the orderly normal development of that area 
becomes a matter of immediate local concern. 

Green River empties into Elliott Bay in Seattle. The lower reaches 
of that river, commonly called the Duwamish, have been improved at 
local expense of between $6 million and $7 million. That is where 
our industrial area is located. 

Having located it and started developing it, the Government now 
secupies one-fourth of that industrial area for national-defense uses. 

Some 2 years ago we prepared this map of that industrial area 
(exhibiting map]. I would like to leave a copy of this with the com- 
mittee. It shows the holdings which the Government has in that 
industrial area, and that expansion for industry in the Seattle King 
County area topographically is limited to the valley that is now sub- 
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ject to floods by reason of the moraine ridges and so forth. We haye 
no other place to go. 

This is served, as is the Seattle area, by four transcontinental rail. 
roads. 

All in all, this valley is the most important in the State of Washing. 
ton, to its economy. If you draw a circle with a radius of 30 miles 
from the flood valley you will reach more than 1 million people, 
Seattle reaches through on the north, and Tacoma is not far away on 
the south, although Tacoma is not in our immediate watershed, — 

Colonel Hewitt in the hearing in 1947 had before him a map which 
we submitted at that time, but it was not colored. This [indicating] 
is north, on my left. Here is Auburn [indicating]. Here is the Gov. 
ernment Holding Depot here [indicating|; and it is just out of the 
flood plain that is affected by the highways which are under water, 
although it is clear as far as the railroads are concerned. Here is Kent 
[indicating]. You can see what happened to Kent in this flood. There 
is Renton over there [indicating]. Here [indicating] is the winding 
section of the river. The area covered here [indicating] was nearly 
14,000 acres of land. Over here [indicating] is a narrow bottleneck 
section of the river. It makes 10 complete bends between the old Black 
River Junction and the end of the present improved waterway and 
the city of Seattle. To get through that section there it is absolutely 
essential, when the dam is built or assured, that a channel for the 
river be laid on the west side, that the old abandoned beds to the river 
be filled, and that a roadway be laid through up to about this point 
[indicating], furnishing access into the valley for heavy traffic pur- 

oses. 

The valley there is so constricted that it is down to 1,200 feet, which 
includes the area for the access roads, and the different railroads to 20 
through there. There is very little left for what you might call the 
industrial use, until you can get up to this upper section. 

That section there is economically not feasible to construct by 
itself, because if it were done the whole thing would still be subject 
to floods. When the flood menace is removed by the construction 
of the dam, which is up here about 35 miles from Seattle, then this 
work can proceed and it will cost the local interests, according to our 
own Official engineer estimate, $9.3 million to do that work. It has 
to be done. 

That means that on top of the $2 million of local contribution we 
are putting into this development $11.3 million. On top of that, of 
course, there will have to be some industrial development in this 
section and in the Auburn and Kent sections, but that is money they 
have to spend for their own purposes, and they take their own chances 
on it. 

If you added up the $22.5 million for the dam plus the $9.3 million 
that we are putting in, which is something over $31 million, we are 
putting over $11.3 million into that. 

All the authorizing legislation to accomplish that result has been 
passed. We cannot proceed further with it until the dam is under 
construction. Then we can go ahead and do it. The necessities of 
the case compel us to do it. 

So I think you can rest assured that we are not trying to hand the 
committee a figure which has no basis behind it. 
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(The statement of Mr. Hanson is as follows :) 


STATEMENT BY Howarkp A, HANSON 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, thank you for the privilege 
of this hearing. I am Howard A. Hanson, Seattle lawyer. As a matter of 
civic concern, I have been interested in the control of floods in the Green River 
Valley, for years as chairman of the rivers and harbors committee of Seattle 
Chember of Commerce to 1948, and, since, as chairman of the special committee 
representing local interests for the project, composed of representatives of the 
State, King County, port of Seattle, city of Seattle, and the Seattle Chamber 
of Commerce. 

I would like to offer this map of the valley in flood; also map of the Seattle 
industrial area, and a folder with sketch of the proposed Eagle Gorge Dam with 
some supplemental data. 

The project has been before your committee throughout the planning period. 
It has weathered President Truman’s directive of no new starts unless con- 
tributing to the national defense. It has met the committee’s well-considered 
requirements, designed to bring up for construction the most needed projects. 
It has reached construction stage and is before you with a budget request for 
$1 million to start construction. The required $2 million of local contribution is 
available in cash, 


FACTUAL DATA 


Primary purposes.—For flood control, to prevent flooding in the valley area 
from Auburn north, some 19,000 acres, and to enable essential expansion in the 
valley. 

Additional purposes.—Under the project authorization, water will be stored in 
the spring following the winter flood season to augment low summer flows for 
the benefit of fish life. Reservoir space exists also to store water during the 
spring for release during the summer low-flow period for pollution control, irri- 
gation, and municipal water supply. Use of the reservoir for any of these pur- 
poses is dependent upon future development of these requirements and execution 
of an agreement between the Federal Government and the water-using agency. 
The result is an ideal multiple-use project for present and future needs. My 
friend, the mayor of Tacoma, will discuss the relationship of the project to the 
water Supply of his city, and, I understand, the Army engineers already have 
commented to the committee on this subject. 

Power is not authorized. But, at some future time, limited amounts of 
power could be produced without interfering with the flood control or other 
project purposes. 

senefit-to-cost ratio is 1.20 to 1, and is growing. 

Estimated costs.—Federal $20,500,000; local contribution $2 million in cash; 
total $22,500,000. 

Planning work.—May 26, 1952, the Director, Bureau of the Budget. notified 
the Secretary of the Army that planning work on the project was necessary to 
the defense effort, and an initial allotment of $75,000 for planning and design 
was nade on July 3, 1952. Planning and design funds by fiscal years have been 
allotted as follows : 1953, $216,200; 1954, $127,000 ; 1955, $265,000 ; total $608,200. 

With these planning funds, project design will have reached the stage where 
icontract to start the railroad relocation can be awarded in September 1955 if 
construction funds are appropriated by Congress. 

Value added by manufacture.—For the period 1947-52, census figures show that 
the increase in value added by manufacture in Washington, Oregon, and Idaho 
was 58.0 percent ; and in Washington 63.6 percent. 

Increase in production employees.—For the same period, census figures show 
that the number of production employees engaged in manufacture in the three 
States increased 30.2 percent ; and in Washington 31.7 percent. 

_ Population.—1954, estimated population—Washington, 2,575,000; King County, 
(80,000 ; Seattle, 550,000. 


CRITICAL NEED FOR THE PROJECT 


Green River empties into Elliott Bay, in Seattle. Local interests have im- 
proved the harbor, reclaimed the flats, realined the lower river, and created 
Seattle’s industrial area on water grade with railroad and shipping service. 
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For defense needs the Government now occupies one fourth of this area, 
reclaimed without Federal aid. The rest is fully occupied. Topographically. 
the valley, now subject to floods, is the only available area for industrial expan. 
sion, on water grade and served by four railroads. 

Seattle is the largest city and the chief center of commerce, manufacturing 
and industry in the entire Pacific Northwest. 

The river valley, outside of Seattle, has less than 5 percent of the county's 
population. Reason, flood conditions. 

The county has 34 percent of the State’s population, but only 3 percent of the 
State’s land area. 

Of the county’s land area, 22.4 percent is in the drainage area of the river. 
This upper valley, now flood bound, is vitally needed in the economy of the 
county and State. 

The dam will remove the flood menace. But, at local cost, the winding river 
from Black River junction downstream must be straightened, the old bed filled. 
and a highway built through this bottleneck section to make the upper valley 
accessible on water grade. Our engineers estimate this cost at $9,300,000, all ex. 
clusive of the cost of local streets, utilities, and services for industrial uses, 

The two steps—removal of the flood menace and improvement in the bottle 
neck section—are complementary. Both are essential to the highest and bes 
land uses in the valley. When construction of the dam project is assured, work 
can begin on the bottleneck section, which, by itself, is not economically feasible. 
In terms of critical need, both steps should have been completed by this time. 

The importance and high priority of the dam stems from its critical need and 
multiple service. It will— 

(a) Relieve the valley farms and cities of their heavy losses from re. 
curring disastrous floods, as well as repair costs of the county and State: 

(b) Make possible off-season storage for municipal and other water uses 
under appropriate arrangements as needs develop. 

(cq) Aid in conservation of fish life and stream pollution, through in. 
creased low-water stream flow; 

(d@) Make possible full utilization of the valley. 

Self-liquidating.—Well within the 50-year assumed life of the dam there will 
be returned to the Federal Treasury, from operations in the upper valley, income 
taxes in amounts aggregating the total Federal outlay. 


SUMMARY 


The Eagle Gorge Dam is a key project, affecting local, State, regional, and 
national-defense interests. It is sound, economically justified, self-liquidating, 
bears a high priority rating and is critically needed. 

We respectfully appeal to the Congress to initiate construction in fiscal 1956 


and to complete the project as speedily as possible under sound engineering 
procedures. 


Thank you, gentlemen. 


Mr. Evins. Thank you, Colonel Hanson. If I had not known you 
were from Washington, and if my eyes had been closed and I had not 
seen the map, I would have thought you were testifying for the TVA 
down in the area which I represent. You made a very fine statement. 

Mr. Hanson. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Evins. The committee is sympathetic, I am sure, with the point 
of view you have expressed. 

This Eagle Gorge Reservoir project was authorized in 1950. Its 
a $20.5 million project. To date there has been appropriated only 
$543,000. The budget for next year, and I assume you are testifying 
just for the budget request, is $1 million. You are requesting $1 mil: 
lion so that this project can get under way as far as construction 1s 
concerned. 

Mr. Hanson. Yes,sir. I should have offered this (exhibiting docu: 
ment). This is the act of the last legislature. The pages are marked, 
showing that the legislature has put up the $1.5 million. Mr. Gibbs 
is here to testify that the county’s $500,000 is available in cash. 
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Mr. Evins. Your region is growing and blossoming forth, and you 
are making great progress in that area, which might be called almost 
an industrial Ruhr. 

{ did want to emphasize that this project was approved in 1950. 
You indicated earlier that the matter had been delayed, but that was 
because of the emergency of the Korean war. 

Mr. Hanson. That is correct. 

Mr. Evins. No project of this nature was being approved any place. 

Mr. Hanson. That is correct. 

Mr. Tor C. Touterson. May I call upon Mr. Gibbs, the chairman 
of the King County Board of Commissioners ? 

Mr. Jensen. How many acres of land did you say had been flooded ? 

Mr. Hanson. This flood, sir, was the 1933 flood. We happen to 
have the actual data. It covered 13,800 acres. The valley itself is 
between 17,000 and 19,000 acres. I never have been able to pin down 
any of the engineers to the exact amount, but you could say from 
17,000 to 19 000 acres would be about right. 

Mr. JE NSEN. How many acres will your Eagle Gorge Dam inundate 
permanently ¢ 

Mr. Hanson. You mean the reservoir area ? 

Mr. Jensen. The reservoir. 

Mr. Hanson. The reservoir area is up in the mountains. 

Mr. Gipps. It is none of this area here. 

Mr. JENSEN. I know that. 

Mr. Hanson. It is up in the mountains. 

Mr. JENSEN. What kind of land will it inundate? 

Mr. Hanson. Mountainous land. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mountainous land. No agricultural land? 

Mr. Hanson. No agricultural land, nor any land of any real conse- 
quence. There might be 2 or 3 little spots. There is a logging 
camp up there. It is most ideal from the standpoint of not damaging 
presently valuable property. 

Mr. JENSEN. How much per acre-foot is the city of Tacoma ex- 
pected to pay for this water that they are to receive from this reser- 
voir? 

Mr. Hanson. The Army engineers could answer that question. The 
agreement between the Army engineers and the city of Tacoma, I 
suppose, would depend upon the appropriations by Congress, so that 
they can make the contract. I do not know what they have under dis- 
cussion at the moment. Are the Army engineers represented here? 

Mr. Tuor C. Totierson. I might say that the city of Tacoma has 
obtained its water from this river and it has had definite water rights 
over a period of about 40 years, so I do not know that the city would 
be required to pay anythink for the water. The water belongs to the 
city now, 

Mr. Jensen. But it will give them a greater supply of water, will 
itnot ? 

Mr. Toor C. Totierson. No. 

Mr. Jensen. It will not? 

Mr. Tor C. Totierson. Iam not anengineer. The only thing that 
the city is concerned about is that their w ‘ater supply will be depleted 
or polluted during construction and operation. 

Mr. Jensen. I can distinguish between Mr. Hanson’s testimony and 
the TVA testimony. You see, the difference between this project and 
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the TVA project is that you are inundating no fertile land. As I up. 
derstand it, the TVA project inundated permanently about two-thirds 
of the land that used to be inundated occasionally; so this project js 
quite different, Mr. Hanson. 

Mr. Evins. The gentleman is not entirely familiar with the situa. 
tion. Most of the dams of the TVA are over in east Tennessee in the 
high mountains, where there are no alluvial lands. The Corps of 
Engineers has built some dams in the western section, but the gentle. 
man is not correct in his statement. I am sorry that my colleague is 
not better informed. 

Mr. Jensen. I am not too far off, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Tuor C. Totierson. Mr. Chairman, may I call on Mr. Gibbs. 

Mr. Evins. We would be glad to hear from you, Mr. Gibbs. We 
have not brought up this subject before, and probably it should not 
have been put on the record. 

I am glad to hear the testimony of you gentlemen. I thought | 
heard a ring of familiarity, and that is why I mentioned it. 

Mr. Jensen. Of course, my ears are not as keen as those of the 
chairman. Iama little older. 

Mr. Giers. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I am 
James A. Gibbs, chairman of the King County Commissioners, King 
County, Wash. I appreciate the opportunity of appearing before 
your committee to reemphasize the importance of the construction of 
the Eagle Gorge Dam. 

First, because of the great flood damage which occurs periodically: 
Pictures I have here will graphically show you scenes of the flooding 
which covered most of the lower valley of 19,000 acres—one of the 
most productive to be found in the West and where approximately 
35,000 people live. The flood damage average loss per year is esti- 
mated at $429,000. 

Pollution is always a major problem following these floods; wells 
become contaminated and septic tanks overflow. 

The loss to the fishing industry is considerable because spawning 
grounds are washed out. 

Green River’s source is the Cascade Mountains which rise some four 
to five thousand feet, the winter snows are 10 to 15 feet deep. Peri- 
odically we have what is known as a Chinook wind that melts the 
snow rapidly. These floods are sudden and severe. Twenty-six 
floods have occurred in the last 52 years. Four major floods occurred 
in 1 year, a period of 60 days, and every few years we get a super- 
flood. Property losses are heavy; highways and bridges are washed 
out and have to be repaired. The economic loss per year is heavy. 
Asa result, these floods are a real menace. 

The total expected annual economic increase will be approximately 
$900,000 and the State of Washington and King County have appro- 
priated $2 million to supplement construction of Eagle Gorge Dam. 

From the upper end of the present improved waterway, there 1s, 
between that point and Black River Junction, a very narrow gateway, 
about 4 miles long, through which the river winds and bends. Full 
utilization of the valley, following construction of the dam, cannot 
be realized until this bottleneck is alleviated. To do that it is neces- 
sary to realine the river, fill the old riverbed, and build an access high- 
way into the upper valley from the southern environs of Seattle. 
Local interests are assuming the total cost of this essential work. 
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Under legislation passed in 1951, King County, the port of Seattle, 
and the city of Seattle set up a joint survey board to plan for this 
improvement and the development of the upper valley. A well-known 
New York engineering firm was engaged for that purpose. The engi- 
neers’ report has been received and the plan can now proceed as soon 
as the dam is an assured fact. Since receipt of the report, the legisla- 
ture has passed enabling legislation, under which the port of Seattle 
is in a position to proceed with this development program as soon as 
the dam isa fact. 

We have always known that to put Green River Valley in condition 
for its ultimate destiny the elimination of floods was a prerequisite. 
At the same time, it is essential that this bottleneck be corrected. We 
are making a cash contribution to the dam project of $2 million; 
$1.5 million of which was voted by the State legislature, and the bal- 
ance of $500,000 by our Board of King County Commissioners. We 
want to reemphasize that this $2 million is a cash contribution toward 
the cost of constructing this dam. In addition, we estimate it will 
cost the local interests $9.3 million to eliminate the bottleneck I 
have just described. Therefore, the total contribution of local in- 
terests toward the development of the valley is $11.3 million. 

We respectfully submit, gentlemen, that our people are demonstrat- 
ing their interest and responsibility in the contribution they are 
making toward the achievement of this project. We believe that the 
money we are prepared to spend, in addition to the Federal contribu- 
tion toward the cost of constructing the dam, will prove a sound 
investment and return dividends through the years in increased 
productivity and tax returns. 

We urge favorable action by the Congress and appreciate sincerely 
your attention to our problem. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Gibbs, for your fine statement. 

Mr. Tuor C. Totierson. I should like to introduce the mayor of 
the city of Tacoma, Mr. Tollefson. 

Mr. Evins. Mayor Tollefson, we would be glad to hear from you. 

Mr. Harotp Totierson. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, the city of Tacoma is not located in this particular area, in this 
particular valley, but we receive our water from the Green River and 
take it some 43 miles by gravity flow from the upper reaches of the 
Green River to the city of Tacoma. 

We appreciate fully the position of King County and the inhab- 
itants of the area and the entire State for the flood situation as it ex- 
ists. We are heartily in accord with their desire to have a flood-con- 
trol measure in the Green River Valley. 

However, this dam which is proposed to be constructed would be 
constructed some 314 miles above the city of Tacoma’s water intake. 
We have had that water intake there since 1910, when construction 
began, and we have our water rights. We applied for 100 second-feet 
then, and in 1933 applied for a second 100 second-feet. 

This water is of an extremely potable nature. It is very good wa- 
ter. All that has to be done for it, so far as drinking is concerned, is 
to chlorinate it with a mild chlorination for the city of Tacoma. We 
chlorinate it at the head works. We take it some 25 to 30 miles, where 
we put it in a reservoir of 100 million gallons capacity, and we draw 
from the reservoir into the city of Tacoma. It supplies approximately 
J) percent of our water. 
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You can see that when the construction starts on that dam we are 
going to have to have some measure and work out something with the 
Corps of Engineers for the protection of the water supply of Tacoma, 
During the construction there will be, of course, the necessity for 
building cofferdams and tunneling around and putting in the dam, 
and the water will be extremely muddy. We will not be able to use it, 
We do not have a settling basin or treatment plant. If we had to put 
that in it would cost us $5 million. 

In order for us to be able to take care of our problem, caused by the 
erection of this dam, we are going to have to build some 5 to 10 years 
sooner than we had anticipated a second reservoir at McMillin to hold 
enough water so that from time to time we can fill it and release it 
during the course of construction. This is going to mean an extra 
cost to the city of Tacoma. 

We appreciate that the erection of the reservoir is something we con- 
templated anyway in the future, but we did not contemplate it at this 
early date. We will be called upon to put out this money, and we will 
be called upon to use our wells which we have in the city of Tacoma. 
We have 12 wells that produce about 60 million gallons, but if there 
is constant pumping of those wells of course it will run the capacity 
down. 

What we propose to do and what we hope we can work out with the 
engineers is a manner of construction so that they will work for 4 or 
5 days while we have our dams or reservoirs full, and then when we 
have drawn down our reservoirs quite a bit they can let off on construc- 
tion so that the water can clear up. Then when it clears up we can 
put it in again to fill up our reservoirs, and then they can start to work. 
I do not believe it would be a great problem. 

There are many things that might come up, I believe, that the Corps 
of Engineers is advised of. We have to see that the basin is properly 
cleared, where this water will be stored. 

The objectionable items, such as abandoned septic tanks and garbage 
dumps, should be stripped from the basin. 

There must be adequate provision for the treatment of danger areas 
along the railroad. There will be a railroad line to move. 

Access roads into the area should be constructed, so as to be main- 
tained with the least disturbance to the water supply. 

No general construction camp or permanent housing should be al- 
lowed on the site. 

The Federal Government should acquire enough land to adequately 
protect the quality of the water in the reservoir, so that there will be 
no public access or recreation facilities. That area will attract recrea- 
tion and cause a new problem. 

Construction crews have to be properly watched. The area within 
the watershed will have to be protected against future erosion. 

Then there is a problem with the dam and the outlet of the dam. 
At the outset it appeared they were going to have a single outlet, and 
we suggested that this was a very dangerous thing. If the single out- 
let should be clogged with snow or ice or debris or anything of that 
nature and we were not warned about it, we could choke off our water 
supply very quickly and we would not have time to adjust our lines. 

We have approximately 6-foot lines running down. If you choked 
off the water supply quickly and we did not have an opportunity to 
adjust, these major lines would collapse by reason of the creation »* 
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, vacuum. If we are given adequate notice of about 12 hours we 
can build up the lines to protect them. 

Then comes the time when the dam is constructed. Then we have 
to see that the facilities for disposing of the floating and submerged 
debris should be provided for and the debris removed from the lake 
and burned on a high area, so that it will not get into the water. And 
there will be required maintenance of the road beds and the bridges in 
the proper manner. We have to take care of the brush and the weed 
srowth along the edge of the reservoir. We want to see that that is 
done. 

Then, of course, we have to be careful about algae growing within 
the water. The alg: ae grows within the water and of course it affects 
the potability. The retention of vegetative elements affects the pot- 
ability. 

These are things which the Army Engineers recognize, and we want 
this committee to recognize when the. appropriation is made. But 
all of it can be worked out so that we can still m: iintain our water and 
the dam can be erected and prevent this flood situation in the lower 
valley. 

We anticipate that the additional cost to the city of Takoma—that 
isnot the initial cost, but is the additional cost—is $256,000 at the out- 
set for the cost of construction of the reservoir and its maintenance, 
and that an additional $27,000 will be spent in the maintenance and 
operation of the wells pumping out water, where we would not have 
to pump it if we had a normal water supply. 

We respectfully request that when the appropriations are made for 
the construction of the Eagle Gorge Dam at the present time the sum 
of $283,000 be included for the first year’s operation to reimburse the 
city of Tacoma for its cost during that period, which is the direct 
result of this construction. 

(The statement of Mr. Harold Tollefson is as follows:) 


STATEMENT BY THE WATER DIVISION, DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC UTILITIES, City oF 
TACOMA, WASH., IN REFERENCE TO THE RELATION OF THE GREEN RIVER WATER 
SUPPLY TO THE PROPOSED EAGLE GEORGE DAM 


ECONOMIC INFLUENCE OF TACOMA 


The city of Tacoma, the third largest city in the State of Washington, is located 
in the heart of the Puget Sound defense area. The Green River is the major 
source of water supply for 160,000 people and a variety of industrial, commercial, 
and military users in Tacoma and vicinity. The city’s commercial and industrial 
facilities are closely integrated with the following major military and naval bases 
located within a 25 mile radius—the Mount Rainier Ordnance Depot, the United 
States Army Base at Fort Lewis and the United States Air Force Base at 
McChord Field adjoining the city to the south, the United States Navy shipyards 
at Bremerton by way of the Narrows Bridge to the north and the United States 
naval base in the city. 

WATER RIGHTS 


Tacoma’s principal water supply for the last 43 years has been taken from a 
liversion dam on the Green River. From here the water flows west by gravity 
through a pipeline approximately 42 miles long to the city. The original water 
tights for a diversion of 100 second-feet were filed with and granted by King 
County in 1908 and this amount was adequate until approximately 1933 when 
the city of Tacoma filed for an additional 100 second-feet with the State super- 
visor of hydraulics, State of Washington. The city at present is diverting 113 
second-feet. 
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PRINCIPAL AND AUXILIARY WATER SUPPLY 


The gravity supply furnishes approximately 95 percent of the city’s wate; 
needs, the total requirements of which are as much as 90 million gallons per day 
during the summer months. The gravity system is the exclusive source of water 
except during periods-of high snowmelt or other flood conditions which cayse 
periods of turbidity resulting from undue amounts of dirt, silt, and colloidg) 
matter in suspension in the water. To supplement the supply during these periods 
and when the gravity-line capacity is not sufficient to meet peak water demands 
in the summer, the city has developed a series of 12 wells in the south Tacoma 
area. These wells have a developed capacity of 60,700,000 gallons per day, but 
continuous pumping of all wells will reduce their discharge. 


QUALITY OF WATER NOW AVAILABLE 


The development of the Green River system has proven to be both economica| 
and desirable. The basic reason for the feasibility of this type of supply is the 
exceptionally high quality of the water from the Green River. This quality is 
such that only chlorination is needed to make it acceptable for domestic, indus. 
trial, and commercial needs. Many of our industrial firms require water of 
higher chemical standards than that considered necessary for human consump- 
tion. For these firms to use well water or water having lower chemical standards 
would require large additional investments either by the city or by these firms 
to bring the water up to proper Standards. It should be emphasized that Tacoma 
has no means of water treatment except chlorination and permanent damage to 
this supply would necessitate the construction of treatment facilities at an 
estimated cost of $5 million or the development of another source. 


CONTROL OF GREEN RIVER WATERSHED 


Under the regulations of the State health department, the water division has 
exercised diligent control over the 232 square mile Green River watershed area 
above Tacoma’s intake. Cooperative agreements with all the large landowners 
in the watershed area pertaining to sanitary matters and police powers have pro- 
duced effective controls. The average stable population in this area is approxi- 
mately one person per square mile. Summer activity due to railroad main- 
tenance, logging camp operations, and maintenance of power and telephone lines 
may cause this population to double. The water division has, over a period of 
years, purchased considerable property in the watershed and by enforcing police 
measures on these lands and lands owned by others with whom the water divi- 
sion has contracts, it has been possible to keep the pollution at a minimum and 
avoid excessive costs incident to construction of treatment facilities, 


LOCATION OF EAGLE GORGE DAM 


The Eagle Gorge Dam, as it is presently proposed, will be located approxi- 
mately 314 miles upstream from Tacoma’s diversion dam. The construction of 
the proposed 230-foot high flood-control dams and storage basin also requires the 
reconstruction of approximately 7 miles of railroad between the present intake 
and Humphrey. During reconstruction of the railroad and during the period of 
construction in the riverbed as required for the proposed dam considerable 
amounts of dirt and silt will be agitated and will remain in suspension in the 
water, making it unusable for domestic and industrial purposes. It is accord- 
ingly necessary that definite arrangements be provided to take care of Tacomas 
water supply during the period that work will be going on in and along the river. 
Engineers of the city and the corps have made extensive studies to determine 
the best method of meeting this problem and it is the consensus that the most eco- 
nomical method would be to accelerate the construction of a 100-million gallon 
reservoir known as the McMillin Reservoir. This reservoir, as a part of the 
city’s ultimate construction program, was scheduled for construction sometime 
in the next 5 to 10 years. By the immediate construction of the same, wate! 
could be stored in the reservoir when the river is clear and used in conjunction 
with the wells system during periods when the river is turbid. Under this plan 
controls would be placed on construction; such as, actual construction in the 
river would be halted periodically to allow clear water to refill the reservoir as 
necessary to supplement the wells system. The Army and the city have com: 
puted that the additional cost to the city for maintenance, interest, and de- 
preciation over a period of 3 years during construction will amount to a> 
proximately $256,000. 
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CONSTRUCTION PROBLEMS OF THE EAGLE GorGE PROJECT 


There are numerous phases of the project design which will require close 
attention during construction to produce the most desirable future operation 
conditions. Some of these requirements are as follows: 

1. The clearing of the basin should be carried on in accordance with city of 
Tacoma watershed regulations and other pertinent legal health department 
requirements. Those objectionable items requiring removal such as the swamp, 
the abandoned septic tanks, and the garbage dumps should be stripped and taken 
out of the basin and any treatment of the ground should be to the satisfaction of 
the city. Potential slide areas should be adequately riprapped or drained to 
prevent their movement. Trees and stumps in the area should be completely 
removed. The improper removal of these materials will cause taste and odor in 
the water stored in the reservoir at a later date. 

2. Adequate provisions for treatment of danger areas along the railroad should 
be included in the contract. The future maintenance of the railroad and its facil- 
ities should also be taken under consideration. 

3. The access roads into the area should be constructed so they can be main- 
tained with the least amount of disturbance to the water supply. All access 
roads should be gated and locked. 

4. Inasmuch as the dam is located so close to the city’s intake, no general 
construction camp or permanent housing should be allowed at the site. The 
presence of such a camp would materially complicate the control of the area. 

5. The Federal Government should acquire enough land to adequately protect 
the quality of the water in the reservoir so that there will be no public access 
or recreational facilities developed in the area. 

6. Construction crews employed in connection with the railroad relocation 
and dam construction should be properly controlled in such a manner as not to 
cause additional sanitary problems to our water supply. 

7. Any borrow pits located within the watershed must be properly protected 
against future erosion when abandoned. 

8. The details of the outlet structure which have not yet been worked out 
should give due consideration to provide outiets at various levels in order to 
eliminate insofar as possible any possibility of obstruction to the outlets which 
would stop the flow in the river and could cause collapse to Tacoma’s pipeline, 
resulting in damages of hundreds of thousands of dollars. These should be 
designed to take care of all possible problems resulting in debris, ice, and other 
objectionable material. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE PROBLEMS OF THE EAGLE GORGE PROJECT 


It should also be recognized that the manner in which the project is operated 
after completion is of extreme importance and improper operation could easily 
result in destroying the Green River as a source of supply of water for the city 
of Tacoma. These problems are such that they should be the subject of an agree- 
ment in perpetuity between the city and the Federal Government to insure that 
Tacoma will continue to receive at all times water of the same quantity and 
quality which it now receives from the Green River. Some of these problems 
are as follows: 

1. It is imperative that adequate facilities for disposing of the floating and 
submerged debris should be provided. Debris removed from the lake should be 
burnt above the maximum high water mark inasmuch as ashes cause additional 
treatment expense. 

2. The railroad should be required to maintain its roadbed and bridges in such 
aWay as not to interfere with the potability and quality of the city’s water supply. 

3. The reservoir will form an attraction to the public and the use of the same 
as a recreational area would unquestionably result in pollution. Steps should be 
taken to restrict access to the reservoir, which view is supported by the Gover- 
hor of the State of Washington as stated in his letter addressed to the city 
inder date of February 25, 1954, a portion of which reads as follows: 

“In order to protect the city of Tacoma’s water supply it is both evident and 
urgent that this area be restricted against all such use as would endanger the 
public health and welfare. * * * Furthermore, the State has no plans for devel- 
oping recreational facilities on the reservoir or in the watershed area where it 
would be detrimental to public health and well-being.” 

4. Maintenance and drainage problems of the access roads and grounds should 
tecarried on in a way so as not to add turbidity to the river. 
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5. The basin should be regulated in the summer in such a manner as to haye 
the impounded water in a constantly moving stage. This method will tend to 
reduce the growth of algae and weeds and minimize the erosion of the shoreline 
due to wave action. The lowering of the water level in the reservoir after floog 
conditions will cause sloughing of materials into the basin. Adequate proyi- 
sions for future maintenance and protection from this source of trouble must 
be provided. 

6. It is vitally important that cooperation between the Army engineers and 
the city of Tacoma exist in the operation of this flood-control reservoir. oo 
sharp a rise in the river flow caused by the discharge frum the reservoir may 
result in serious damage to appurtenant structures and conversely too sharp a 
drop in the river flow may cause a collapse of our gravity pipeline. In either 
case, very costly damage could result. The city should be notified well in advance 
of any operation at the dam so that it can correspondingly adjust its operation. 

7. It will be necessary that brush and weed growth be controlled within the 
reservoir and that algae which commonly grows in any reservoir also be con- 
trolled. Such growth would result in objectionable taste and odors to the water 
and make it nonpotable. 

8. Traditional winter floods carry a high silt load which will deposit on the 
floor of the basin. When the water is then released, this material will be 
exposed to erosion by rains. If measures are not taken to minimize the effect, 
these deposits will have considerable influence on the turbidity of the river. 

9. The geographical location of the Eagle Gorge Dam is such that needle ice 
and bad snow conditions are not uncommon. Inadequate supervision at the 
dam site might result in serious consequences to Tacoma’s water supply. 


SUMMARY 


These facts as outlined herein should help to clarify the problems inyolved 
during the construction and operation of the project as far as they involve 
the city of Tacoma. The engineering department of the city of Tacoma water 
division will cooperate to the fullest extent of its ability to assist the Army 
engineers in the solution of these problems, but feel that any problems created 
as a result of the Eagle Gorge project are the direct responsibility of the 
Federal Government to correct or compensate for their correction. The city 
has no desire to curtail the development of the lower Duwamish, but has a real 
interest in the Green River and a desire to protect the present quality and 
quantity of water which it now enjoys. The city submits that before any con- 
struction commences, an agreement between the United States Government and 
the city of Tacoma be executed providing that the construction and future op- 
eration and maintenance of the Eagle Gorge project be carried on in such a 
manner that the potability, quality and quantity of the city’s water supply will 
not be impaired. Said agreement shall further provide, in the event of devia- 
tion from present day standards, that the United States Government shall bear 
the responsibility of corrective measures. It is anticipated that the additional 
cost to the city for the construction of the aforementioned McMillin Reservoir 
will be approximately $256,000 and that the city will suffer an additional ex- 
pense of approximately $27,000 during the first year of construction for costs 
in connection with the operation of its wells system which would not other- 
wise be required. It is, therefore, respectfully requested that at such time as 
the appropriations are made for the construction of the Eagle Gorge Dam, 
the sum of $283,000 be included for the first year’s operation to reimburse the 
city of Tacoma for its costs during that period which are a direct result of 
this construction. 


Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mayor Tollefson, for your statement. I 
might say that we in Washington, D. C., here in Congress, regardless 
of party line, have come to know that Thor Tollefson is the man who 
stands for good government. I assume he must be a relative of yours. 

Mr. Harortp Totierson. He is a pretty close relative. He was born 
from the same mother. 

Mr. Tuor C. Totiterson. Mr. Chairman, we have one other witness. 
Mr. Clarence Carlander, president of the Port of Seattle Commission. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Carlander, we would be glad to hear from you. 
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Mr. CarLanver. Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure to appear here. I 
have my statement written out, and some of the points that I cover 
here were covered by Mr. Gibbs and Colonel Hanson. 

The Port of Seattle Commission operates the marine terminals, air- 
port and docks and big fishing fleet terminal, and also the cold storage 
plants. 

Now, one thing that is a little unique about this dam is that it is 
built above the spawning grounds. ‘The Green River is one of the best 
spawning grounds we have for salmon and steelhead. Our fishing 
industry is a very large one, as you know, in that area. The Port of 
Seattle Commission, of course, is interested in that. 

So this is going to be beneficial, because when we have these flood 
conditions and it washes out these spawning areas of course that washes 
out the eggs and you lose that cycle. ‘The same thing applies when it 
is too dry. This is going to be very beneficial to the | fishing industry. 

We have the largest hatchery in the State of W ashington on the 
Green River. 

The other point I want to emphasize is that the Port of Seattle Com- 
mission is also authorized to create industrial development districts. 
This is the next one | indicating on map] we are creating, right there. 
Of course, that is the one which is flooded most of the time. 

With all of this development there, straightening the river and 
briaging.a.channel up 4 miles from where the head of navigation is 
here, that will all be done by local funds. Then, also, there will be 
expansion down this valley. 

Seattle, as you know if you have been there, is surrounded by hills. 
Our level area is actually down in this valley for industrial develop- 
ment. 

I think that just about covers the statement. 

(The statement of Mr. Carlander is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF CLARENCE H. CARLANDER, PRESIDENT, Port OF SEATTLE COMMISSION 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my name is Clarence H. Car- 
lander, president of the Port of Seattle Commission, and president of Puget 
Sound Freight Lines, Seattle. The port district is coterminus with King County. 


1. NEED FOR FLOOD CONTROL 


The Green River Valley is the most important in King County both as to agri- 
culture and economic use. Two factors bar its best use—recurring disastrous 
floods and a winding river section of some 4 miles from Black River Junction 
north. 

The dam project is economically feasible without reference to improvement of 
the bottleneck section of the river. By itself, the bottleneck section improvement 
is not economically justified. With construction started on the dam, the river 
section will be started. 

2. FLOOD DAMAGES 


In addition to recurring flood losses, and some loss of life, floods damage the 
iish-spawning grounds below the dam site, and bar any industrial use. 


8. BENEFITS TO FISH LIFE 


The dam will protect these spawning grounds from washing out in floods. In- 
creased low-water streamflow is a definite aid to fish life. The State's largest 
fish hatchery is on Green River. The river is one of the best salmon and steel- 
head streams.on Puget Sound, increasing in importance. 

The port of Seattle owns and operates a large fishing vessel terminal for the 
Puget Sound and Alaska fleet, a large cold-storage plant and other facilities 


= for the fishing industry. The dam will be increasingly beneficial to fish 
ife 
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4. JOINT SURVEY BOARD 


King County, the city of Seattle and the port of Seattle, under State law, have 
organized the Duwamish and Green River Joint Survey Board to plan for orderly 
development of the Green-Duwamish Valley, when freed of floods. 

Assuming construction of the dam, the joint survey board, of which I am q 
member, engaged and secured from the engineering firm of Knappen-Tippetts. 
Abbett-McCarthy of New York a definite development plan for the valley. 

Enabling legisiation has heen enacted authorizing the port of Seattle to create 
industrial development districts under the plan. 


5. INDUSTRIAL EXPANSION 


Industrial expansion into the valley depends upon the dam «od improvement 
of the winding river section north of Black River Junction. It will cost local 
interest $9,300,000 to realine the river in this section to fill the old riverbed and 
provide an access road into the upper valley, over and above further costs to 
put lands in condition for industrial use. 


6. PORT OF SEATTLE 


The port of Seattle, on Elliott Bay in Seattle, is one of the Nation’s great ports, 
vital in war and in peace. The Government occupies for defense uses one-fourth 
of Seattle’s industrial area, reclaimed and improved at local cost. Federal ex- 
pansion must be in the upper valley. Expansion of the port’s maritime services 
must be along the river. The dam is the key. 

This cost, plus the $2 million local contribution to the dam, in reality repre- 
sents the participation of local interests to putting the flood valley in condi- 
tion for use. Weare ready to proceed when the dam project is assured. 

The Eagle Gorge Dam serves many purposes and is critically needed. It is of 
such importance to the flood-ridden people of the valley, to our fast-growing 
population, to the State and the Northwest, that we respectfully appeal to the 
Congress to start construction of the dam with an appropriation of $1 million in 
fiscal 1956. 

Thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. Evins. This development will not retard the growth of the 
salmon and steelhead ? 

Mr. Cartanper. It will help it. If you want to go out fishing you 
will find more steelhead to catch. 

Mr. Evins. This committee would not want to do anything to hut 
the fish. We have had some testimony heretofore that the building 
of dams retarded or delayed the salmon industry. We have had to 
provide funds for escalators for the fish. 

Mr. Cartanper. This is exactly the reverse of that, because this is 
high enough up in the mountains and the spawning streams are below. 

Mr. Hanson. Also it is part of the specifications that the minimum 
flow of the stream is going to be increased through the operation of 
stored water in the dam as part of the operation. That will benefit the 
fish life. 

The benefit to fish life incident to a spawning ground not to be dis- 
turbed is a tremendous advantage to that industry. 

Mr. Tuor C. Totterson. Mr. Chairman, that completes our list of 
witnesses, and on behalf of them all again may I express our appreci- 
ation for the time you have given to us. I note that we have run over 
a few minutes, and we apologize for that. 

Mr. Jensen. There is one thing I would like to ask Mayor Tollefson. 
Do I understand that the city of Tacoma feels that they should not 
pay anything for this additional supply of water that this reservoir 
will bring about, and, to the contrary, you are asking that you be re- 
meee for money you will expend because of the building of this 
dam 
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Mr. Harotp Totxierson. That is correct. The position of the city 
of Tacoma now is that we have our rights on the river and have had 
since 1910, and we have water there. We can take the water from our 
little diversion dam and get all the water we need. 

Mr. JENSEN. You have an adequate supply of water as it is? 

Mr. Harotp Toiuerson. We have an adequate supply of water as 
it is. 

Mr. Jensen. Without this dam, even with the growth of your pop- 
ulation you could still continue to have an adequate water supply ? 
Would it not necessitate some additional facilities ? 

Mr. Harotp Totxerson. Like I said, we have that other reservoir 
we are going to build. We are going to build it in 5 or 10 years any- 
way, so that we can store water, but we did not anticipate building 
itat this time. It would cost us that much. 

Mr. Jensen. I might say, Mayor Tollefson, that it is a rather un- 
usual situation where a city on a project of this nature does not want 
to pay for the water that it receives from a federally financed project. 
But I can understand that you possibly are in a different situation. 
Most cities, generally speaking, are not in this situation with regard 
tosuch a matter. 

I would say that it is a little difficult for me to see where the Federal 
Government, which is all the taxpayers of America, should be required 
to pay damages, so to speak, because of the expenditure of a great sum 
of money which you are asking us to expend here for this project, 
which will be of great benefit to your area, even if it is not of benefit 
to the city of Tacoma itself. I may say this is the first time I have 
ever heard such a request. 

Mr. Harotp Totierson. It is a little different request than those 
you perhaps have had before. As I pointed out, the dam will do us 
no good we can see at the present time. It may in the future. We do 
not know. It may do us damage in the future because of what we will 
have to do with the water by reason of the storage in the dam, if it is 
not operated correctly. 

Mr. Jensen. Then there would be no point in your testifying in 
favor of thisdam. DoI understand that? 

Mr. Harorp Totierson. Except that I recognize the problem of the 
people of the immediate area. 

Mr. JENSEN. I mean, so far as Tacoma is concerned. 

Mr. Harotp Totierson. So far as Tacoma is concerned itself, that 
isa different proposition. 

Mr. JensEN. Even from the standpoint of having a better economy 
inthe area of Tacoma? 

Mr. Harotp Totierson. I appreciate the benefit of any improved 
area anywhere in the United States, which is a benefit to any area 
in the United States, even our area. The closer the proximity of 
course the closer the relationship. 

Mr. Jensen. You must be a very good mayor. I can see where you 
are looking after your town very well. I would guess that Congress 
asa whole, and the Army engineers, would have to stretch their liberal- 
ity considerably in order to approve an amount of money which you 
have asked for as damages to your city. 

Mr. Harorp Totierson. Well, I can point these things out. During 
that period of time we will have to use our pumping system and use 
the energy and pay for the energy for the pumps. That can be actually 
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measured. That we would not have to do during the construction jf 
it were not for the construction. That is a $27,000 item which may 
vary somewhat one way or another, depending upon the amount we 
have to use. 

Then there is the depreciation on the reservoir itself by reason of 
the early construction. We would not have to have it for some period 
of time, and hence we would wear it out that much sooner. 

Then there is the maintenance and operation during that period 
of time. 

The Army engineers have recognized that as a unique situation. | 
think you will observe that it is, too, when you recognize that without 
the dam we have no problem and we have no money to spend. With 
the dam we will have to spend considerably more money. We are 
going to have to float bonds to build our reservoir. 

The Army engineers, not giving us the benefit of the doubt, say 
that 3 years is as far as they will go, whereas we felt it would be 5 to 
10 years. Hence, on that basis this figure that we ask here at this 
time is a reasonable one. 

Mr. Jensen. I can see from your standpoint, Mayor Tollefson, why 
vou were arguing the point. Maybe I am unreasonable in questioning 
you on this. 

I do want to say in closing that I am sure you are not ashamed of 
your good brother Thor. 

Mr. Harotp Totuierson. Not one bit. 

Mr. Jensen. I am sure he is not ashamed of you. I know that Thor 
is doing a good job, and I can see where you must be doing an awfully 
good job for your city. I can understand why they elected you. 

Mr. Tor C. Totierson. I would like to thank the gentleman for 
his kind remarks. 

I think maybe the record ought to show, as I read and understand 
the testimony, that the city of ‘Tacoma is not asking for $283,000 in 
addition to the $1 million already asked here. As I understand their 
position, they are simply supporting the justification of the Army 
engineers, which includes that figure for this fiscal year. In the justi- 
fications the Army engineers, 1f I understand them correctly, put 
the municipal corporation of the city of Tacoma in the same category 
as the railroad, which is a private corporation. The railroad tracks 
run down the area where the land will be inundated by the reservoir, 
and so the Army engineers out of this money will pay for moving 
the railroad tracks to a different place. In a sense, then, the Govern- 
ment is paying the railroad company damages for the movement of 
the railroad tracks. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Tuor ©. Totterson. I would like for the record to show that 
under the laws of the State of Washington the city of Tacoma has 
defined rights to so much water, which nobody can take away from 
the city of Tacoma without paying just compensation. If I under- 
stand the law correctly, if in the construction of this dam that water 
supply is injured or taken away the Federal Government is responsi- 
ble under the law. There is no question about it. The city does not 
ever want to get into a position where it has to go to a lawsuit, espe- 
cially against the Federal Government, so this matter has been dis- 
cussed over the period of time when the dam has been considered, 
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ever since 1947 when I first introduced the bill. The engineers are 
aware of it. 

As I mentioned earlier, the justifications contain an item to protect 
the city of Tacoma’s w ater supply. I understand from talking to 
the Army engineers that they have in mind pretty much exactly the 
proc edure that will be followed to protect the city’s water supply. 
The city of Tacoma is in a position no different from that of the rail- 
road company, whose tracks will be moved at the Government’s 
expense. 

Mr. JENSEN. Let me say this: If Uncle Sam has a contract and an 
agreement with the city of Tacoma that is ironclad as I understand 
it is by your testimony, Congressman, then I will be the first man to 
insist and demand that Uncle Sam keep his word. 

Mr. Tor C. Totterson. What I said was not for the gentleman’s 
benefit, but for the record. 

Mr. Jensen. All right. 

Mr. Hanp. Mayor, the water department of Tacoma is entirely a 
municipal operation ? 

Mr. Harotp Touterson. Yes. 

Mr. Hanp. You sell water to the water users of the city? 

Mr. Harotp Totierson. To the water users of the city. 

Mr. Hanp. What is your approximate use of water in millions of 
gallons per day ? 

Mr. Harortp Totterson. It fluctuates during the year. It goes up 
toapproximately 90 million gallons a day. 

Mr. Hann. That would be the maximum ? 

Mr. Harotp TotieFson. That is during the summer months. The 
mean use, I would say, is around 65 million to 70 million gallons. 

Mr. Hanp. Are you able to tell me what your water revenues are, 
and the profits from your water department ? 

Mr. Harotp Totterson. I do not believe I can tell you offhand. 
Mr. Barline, do you know that? 

Mr. Bartine. $200,000 last year. 

Mr. Hanp. Was that net? 

Mr. Barurnr. Net before paying off the bonds. We had bonds that 
had to be paid off in the amount of $380,000 last year. We had 
$200,000 net. 

Mr. Hann. Except for amortizing the bonds you made a net profit 
of approximately $200,000 per year ‘from the sale of municipal water 
is that right? 

Mr. Baring. That is right, which is all used to go back into capital 
outlay. 

Mr. Harotp Totterson. We cannot make a profit and use it except 
for water. Any profit that comes up, we have to cut the rates. 

Mr. Hanp. Under what provision of law? Is that in a charter, or 
what is that ? 

Mr. Harotp Totterson. That is our own. We are not in the busi- 
ness for profit. We cannot use the money we derive except for the 
— business. We cannot transfer it to any other funds, under State 
aw. 

Mr. Hanp. State law? 

Mr. Harotp Torrerson. That is correct. 

Mr. Hann. That was my question. What is your annual budget, 
mayor ? 
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Mr. Harorp TotieFson. For the entire city ? 

Mr. Hanp. Yes. 

Mr. Haroitp Totterson. There are the utilities and general govern. 
ment, which run around $26 million. 

Mr. Hanp. How much do you charge for water? Is your water 
system metered ? 

Mr. Harotp Totierson. Yes. 

Mr. Hanp. How much do you charge? 

Mr. Harotp Touierson. Mr. Barline, will you answer that ? 

Mr. Baruine. 13 cents for the first 100 cubic feet, and then it drops 
down to 8 cents for 100 cubic feet. 

Mr. Harotp Toutxierson. If I may augment a statement here, rec. 
ognizing that it is the duty of the Federal Government, we believe, 
to maintain our water, we went to the Army engineers and said, 
“Let us work out our plan together.” I think this is the best way to 
do it. This is the cheapest way for the Army, and will be best for 
the long-range planning of the city, anyway. But it is in addition 
to what we would otherwise have done. It comes 5 or 10 years sooner 
than we would have had to do it. And the Army says, “We will give 
you approximately 3 years.” 

Mr. Hanp. How much depreciation did you calculate on the reser- 
voir in arriving at the figures ? 

Mr. Barurne. The Army Corps of Engineers used those figures in 
arriving at it. I believe they used 1.6 percent. It is a 70-vear life, 
approximately. 

Mr. Hann. A 70-year life. Thank you. 

Mr. Murray. I noticed in your statement for the record that you 
made one statement which had me confused. I do recognize the obli- 
gation of the Federal Government to pay compensation where it de- 
stroys the property of another. But in your statement I believe you 
said that the present water rights are adequate to supply your water 
demands, and I noticed in your prepared statement that you have 
original water rights for a diversion of 100 second-feet, and then you 
applied in 1933 for an additional 100 second-feet, and you are now 
diverting 113 second-feet. 

Is your contract with the State or agreement with the State some- 
thing to give you a firm right to divert 113 second-feet, and is that 
adequate ; or would you care to comment ? 

Mr. Harotp Totiterson. We get 113 second-feet. We do not use 
it all, but that is the capacity of our line flow. We want to keep that 
line flow to capacity for the reason of preventing vibration and vac- 
uum and so forth. We run it down to our reservoir, which is ap- 
proximately 25 miles away. Then when the reservoir is full and we 
can no longer use it in the reservoir we divert it into the Puyallup 
River, an adjoining river some 25 miles away. We store our water 
end the water just keep on coming, because that is the capacity of 
the line. 

Mr. Murray. What are your present diversionary rights? Are they 
adequate to maintain your line at its desired capacity ? 

Mr. Harotp Toiierson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Evrns. I judge that all the Representatives and all the citizens 
here represented at this meeting favor the $1 million budget recom- 
mendation for advancement of this project? There is no opposition, 
T assume ? 
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Mr. Hanson. That is correct. 
Mr. Tuor C. Totierson. I have heard of none, sir. 
Mr. Evins. We thank you all for your statements. 


Turspay, May 3, 1955. 
Success Dam, CaAtir. 
WITNESS 


ROLAND R. KILLIAN, RANCHER, SPRINGVILLE, CALIF., APPEARING 
ON BEHALF OF THE PORTERVILLE GRANGE, SPRINGVILLE CHAM- 
BER OF COMMERCE, SOUTH TULE INDEPENDENT DITCH CO., 
SPRINGVILLE CENTER OF THE TULARE COUNTY FARM BUREAU, 
TULE RIVER SOIL CONSERVATION DISTRICT, AND COMMITTEE 
AGAINST SUCCESS DAM 


Mr. Evins. We would be glad to hear from Mr. Roland R. Killian. 

Mr. Kinuran. Yes, sir. I am here speaking in opposition to Success 
Dam. 

Iam R. R. Killian, a rancher from Springville, Calif. I represent 
the following organizations which oppose the construction of Success 
Dam and present a letter from each one designating me as their 
pokeninaas Hates this committee, as well as a copy of each organiza- 
tion’s resolution: Porterville Grange; Springville Chamber of Com- 
merce; South Tule Independent Ditch Co.; Springville Center of the 
Tulare County Farm Bureau; Tule River Soil Conservation District; 
Committee Against Success Dam. I also present a resolution from 
the Poplar Irrigation Co, 

The Committee Against Suecess Dam has a petition with a list of 
petitioners with 640 signatures, and 76.6 percent of those are located 
below the dam site. 

I wish to emphasize that the opposition is strongly represented by 
ditch companies and individuals residing below the proposed dam 
site. 

In addition to the tangible evidence of opposition, I can state that 
the Porterville Chamber of Commerce and the directors of the Tulare 
County Farm Bureau refused to reaffirm resolutions previously 
adopted favoring Success Dam. Other ditch company directorates 
were divided in their feeling toward the dam and failed to adopt res- 
olutions for or against. I go into this detail to demonstrate that the 
opposition is not just the traditional dissidents whose lands might 
be condemned in order to build the project. 

We specifically request that your committee reject the item of some 
$100,000 for further planning which is included in the budget of the 
Corps of Engineers. We further request that any sum which might 
be requested for construction be rejected. 

Since the authorization of Success Dam by the Congress in 1944, 
$400,000 has been expended for planning. The dam is proposed to 
provide protection to Porterville and the farmlands in the delta from 
damaging floods from the Tule River. The project flood accepted by 
the engineers is. 34,000 cubic feet per second. They also estimated 
that a flow of 16,000 cubic feet per second would flood Porterville. A 
flow of 32,600 cubic feet per second was recorded during the greatest 
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flood of record in 1950, but no flooding occurred in Porterville. Farm. 
lands which had been reclaimed from sloughs and by constricting the 
channel of the Tule River, experienced washing. Aside from some 
late unharvested cotton, the damage to the rural areas was largely 
superficial and damage estimates depended largely upon the individual 
mood of the tenant. In areas where floods are of more frequent. oe- 
currence and deal much real damage, the type of flooding experienced 
in the rural areas would be generally classified as nondamaging. 

In October 1954, Colonel Ely, Corps of Engineers, United States 
Army, stated in a public meeting that the proposed dam would afford 
no protection against, the 100-year flood, or floods materially greater 
than the project flood. The dam was not needed for the record flood 
of 1950, and its construction would give residents a false sense of 
security in the event of a greater flow. The construction of the dam 
would encourage building and development in locations which would 
be dangerous. 

The construction of Success Dam has been most actively promoted 
by persons and organizations who are located many miles to the west 
of the dam site. Their interest is, and always has been, in the irriga- 
tion benefits which might be derived from its construction. The Tule 
River Delta is a water-shortage area where the available water is put 
to efficient use. No runoff from the river ever reaches the ocean and 
only about once in 7 years does any of the flow ever reach the reclaimed 
area known as the Tulare Lake Basin. The percolation rate in the 
fan is very high despite the filling of sloughs and the constriction of 
the channel, and the winter and spring runoff goes underground auick- 
ly to provide a reserve of water for the growing season which keeps 
evanoration losses at an ideal minimum. 

The Friant-Kern Canal passes about 3 miles west of Porterville. 
Tn the irrigation districts serviced by the canal, the water pumped 
from underground reserve provides about 50 percent of the water 
requirements. In the extensive farming areas which do not receive 
the imported water furnished by the canal, in excess of 80 percent of 
the water used to maintain agriculture and for domestic use, is pumped. 
Tn spite of the importation of supplementary water, the water level 
in the entire fan is steadily dropping. Under the conditions prevail- 
ing in the area, no irrigation project can possibly be justified unless it 
can show a net increase in the available water supply locally. The 
project report claims a net saving of 10,000 acre-feet per year. This 
claim is based on the allegation that the evaporation losses of water 
impounded behind the proposed dam will be Jess than the losses 
through evaporation in the Tulare Lake Basin. Records show that 
water from the Tule River reaches the Jake about 1 in 7 years. 

A study of the San Joaquin-Sacramento Water Supervision Report 
for 1952. which was a year of extremely high runoff. shows that the 
flow of the Tule River at the proposed dam site was 287,803 acre-feet. 
Additional waters of unknown volume from the Kaweah watershed 
are discharged into the Tule River before it enters Tulare Lake, The 
inflow at that point was 104,775 acre-feet and represents not. Tule 
River water alone, but additions from the Kaweah River. The Tulare 


Lake Basin received a total of 589,385 acre-feet from the Kern. Tule. 


Kaweah, and Kings Rivers. In 1953, 1 year after this inundation. 
all but 2 sections of land were ready for cultivation. The evaporation 
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losses instead of being spread over a period of several years, were con- 
fined to 1 year only. In order to sustain the claim of a net saving of 
10,000 acre-feet of water through the construction of the dam, the 
entire inflow of water to the lake through the Tule River Channel 
would have to be credited to the Tule River alone, and it would have 
to be assumed that 70 percent of this amount evaporated in 1 year. 

Should the dam ever be built, the claimants for the unappropriated 
waters would be able to take possession of their share through canals 
and conduits. Many thousands of acre-feet might be transported to 
remote areas and the percolation rate in the fan would be drastically 
decreased. The water level below the dam site would drop away more 
rapidly and the agriculture of the area could be permanently crippled. 
The dam, by providing no new water, would only provide the means 
for a redistribution of the present supply. None could benefit without 
taking water from someone else. 

There is no provision made to provide for the present and future 
needs in flood control or in irrigation for the extensive farm area 
above the proposed dam side. Success Dam would close the door to 
any development of the area’s present and future recreational needs 
without costly duplication. 

An investigation of the application of Public Law 566, that is the 
small watershed plan, is being inaugurated with the objective of pro- 
viding what flood control might be indicated, along with recreational 
and local irrigation planning. Should this plan be feasible, the pres- 
ent water distribution from the Tule River could never be radically 
changed. Watershed management practices prevailing on private 
lands are adding substantial amounts of available water through the 
eradication of brush and weed trees. Through the local soil-conser- 
vation district, it is hoped that lands under Federal jurisdiction can 
be included in this type of improvement. 

It is difficult to see how Success Dam can be justified on the grounds 
of overwhelming or even general public benefit. On the contrary, the 
entire water supply, already deficient, will be thrown out of balance. 
The deficiency condition of even the successful claimants to the un- 
appropriated water will only be alleviated, not corrected. Only the 
importation of water from northern California which will cost hun- 
dreds of millions of dollars will correct the water-shortage situation. 
Funds appropriated for Success Dam will cause grave damage to 
many people and will solve no problem in the process. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Killian. I am sure that this committee 
only wants to do the right thing and the proper thing. There are oth- 
ers who are advocating this project on the basis of flood control, the 
prevention of great flood damage. What is the situation with respect 
to floods in the area, in your view ? 

Mr. Kirxiran. IT havea resolution here from one of the lower districts 
which has gone on record against it. This isthe Poplar Irrigation Co., 
which is right below the dam, which is heavily flooded. It says: 


Whereas the records show, that recurrence of damaging floods is once in 6 
years, and 

Whereas some flooded areas are benefited, which offsets the damage. 

We, the Board of Directors of the Poplar Irrigation Co., believe that the 
damages from floods would not justify the expenditure of funds to construct 
and maintain the Success Dam. 

We believe that several small dams higher up on the river and its tributaries 
would control the floods and could be constructed for 25 percent of the cost of 
the Success Dam : Therefore be it 
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Resolved, That the Board of Directors of the Poplar Irrigation Co. do oppose 
the appropriation of any funds to construct the Success Dam at this time; be it 
further 

Resolwed, That a copy of this resolution be presented to the Senate and House 
committees in Washington, D. C. 


It is certified. 

Mr. Evins. A copy of that may be added to the record. 

Mr. Kinuran. Yes. 

(The information is as follows :) 

The Poplar Irrigation Co. is a mutual water company, which was organized 
and has been operating and diverting water from Tule River continuously 
since 1891. 

Whereas, the records show, that recurrence of damaging floods is once in 6 
years, and 

Whereas, some flooded areas are benefited, which offset the damage. We the 
Board of Directors of the Poplar Irrigation Co. believe that the damages from 
floods would not justify the expenditure of funds to construct and maintain the 
Success Dam. 

We believe that several small dams higher up on the river and its tributaries 
would control the floods and could be constructed for 25 percent of the cost of 
the Success Dam. Therefore be it 

Resolwed, That the Board of Directors of the Poplar Irrigation Co. do oppose 
the appropriation of any funds to construct the Success Dam at this time; Be it 
further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be presented to the Senate and House 
Committees in Washington, D. C. 

I certify that the foregoing resolution was duly passed at a regular meeting 
of the Board of Directors of the Poplar Irrigation Co. held on the 4th of 
April 1955. 


[SEAL] Ira AntTHONY, Secretary. 

Mr. Evins. Where are the people in opposition located? Is that 
below the dam or above the dam ¢ 

Mr. Kiri1an. Below the dam. 

Mr. Evins. How far below? 

Mr. Kiran. They are below the dam about 5 miles. 

Mr. Evins. But they do recognize that there is some flood damage, 
because they advocate the building of other dams in the area. 

Mr. Kirx1an. Yes, there is some flood damage, but they oppose it be- 
cause they realize that by constructing this dam water can be exported 
out of the area to their detriment or to their damage. 

Mr. Evins. The principal objection is not the flood situation; it is 
the fear of loss of water? 

Mr. Kiixt1an. Yes, sir; it is. That is the essence of the entire objec- 
tion to this thing. 

Mr. Evins. Are most of the opponents to this Success Dam project 
below the dam or above the dam? Where does the opposition largely 
center ¢ 

Mr. Kiir1an. Here is a petition opposing Success Dam, by the com- 
mittee opposing it. There are a total of 640 signatures, and 76.6 per- 
cent of those are below the dam. 

Mr. Evins. You may file that for the committee, if you wish. 

Mr. Kiran. Yes, sir. 

(The information was filed with the committee. ) 

Mr. Kair1An. I also have the resolution of the Porterville Grange. 

(The information is as follows :) 


PorTeRVILLE, CALIF., March 18, 1951. 


R. R. Killian is hereby named to represent Porterville Grange No. 718, Patrons 
of Husbandry, at hearings of the Civil Functions Appropriations Subcommittees, 
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and to oppose appropriation of any funds for the proposed Success Dam project, 
on Tule River, Tulare County, Calif. 
Sanver W. TEMPLETON, 
Master, Porterville Grange. 


RESOLUTION 


Adopted by Porterville Grange No. 718, Patrons of Husbandry. 

Porterville Grange, the membership of which includes landowners and farmers 
of the entire Tule River Valley, opposes construction of Success Dam for the 
following reasons: 

Necessity for expenditure of huge sums on flood control works on Tule River, 
which gets out of its banks only once in 17 to 20 years, has never been proved. 

Allegation that the river ever has, or ever will, do flood damage to the valley 
averaging $225 per year is unsupported by facts or history. The city of Porter- 
ville has never been flooded by the river. 

Tulare Lake Basin conservation and irrigation districts have filed legal claim 
to all water stored behind the dam, which contradicts assertions of the United 
States Army Engineers, that Tule River does extensive damage in the lake 
basin during years of heavy runoff. 

Success Dam would sever every road leading from Porterville to the foothill 
and mountain areas to the east of the city. 

Smaller, upstream dams would provide better flood control, at much less cost, 
would protect 20 miles of the Tule Valley that Success Dam would not, and 
would in addition provide recreation and fishing in the mountains, 

For these, and other reasons, Porterville Grange opposes construction of 
Success Dam, and asks Congress not to appropriate any further sums for studies 
or work on the project. 


Mr. Evrns. They are below the dam? 

Mr. Kaniran. All below the dam. 

Then I have others located above the dam site. The opposition to 
this project below the dam site is not inconsiderable. It is widespread. 


There are other ditch companies that have acted in this matter. 
They were asked to get a resolution favoring it. 

Mr. Evins. Do the ditch companies fear that the Government may 
divert water to use and may not employ it properly ? 

Mr. Kri1u1an. Not the Government. They are afraid of the State. 
You see, the department of finance of the State of California filed on 
75,000 acre-feet. of unappropriated water. That is the amount that 
could be retained behind the structure. I can list some of the filings. 

Mr. Evins. As I understand it, the Corps of Engineers surveyed 
this on several different occasions, and they have recommended it to 
the Bureau of the Budget and the Congress as a desirable flood con- 
trol project ? 

Mr. Kiu1an. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Evrns. You are here opposing the development of the dam in 
the area because of the fear of loss of water, and for other reasons. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Killian, is the terrain in this valley where this 
Success Dam is proposed to be built rolling land, or is it farmland, 
generally speaking ? 

Myr. Krzz1an. Do you mean above or below the dam site? 

Mr. Jensen. Well, let us take it above the dam site first. 

Mr. Kitz1an. Above the dam site, it becomes foothills, and then it 
goes immediately up to 10,000 feet elevation. 

Mr. Jensen. The foothills could be farmed up to a certain eleva- 
tion ? 

Mr. Kitnr1an. Yes, sir; up to about 2,000 feet, but I would say any- 
thing over that could be applied to orchards, for the growing of apples 
and pears. 
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Mr. Jensen. For that land which is tilled, soil conservation is flood 
prevention, so to speak. 

Mr. Kitxr1an. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Soil conservation is actually the finest and the best 
way and the most effective way to prevent floods from occurring on 
the main stem. 

Mr. Kiixran. Yes, sir, 

Mr. Jensen. However, there is a certain amount of this watershed 
above the dam which is mountainous, where soil conservation cannot 
be put into effect, and that part, of course, is the part of your water- 
shed which creates the floods, I presume ? 

Mr. Kaiuran. That isa part of it; yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. It is above the dam a considerable distance, where the 
farmers want more water for irrigation; is that right ? 

Mr. Kinuran. That is right. 

Mr. Jensen. They are for this project because they will be put ina 
position after the dam is built, if it is built, to get more water with 
which to irrigate their lands. 

Mr. Kiixui1an. They will not get any more water. They might be 
able to get more water individually, but it will be at the expense of 
someone else who, at the present time, is pumping. 

Mr. JENSEN. That is what I am trying to find out. 

Mr. Kinuian. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. The people below the dam are fearful that the amount 
of water which they now receive for irrigation purposes and also for 
industrial and commercial purposes will be reduced in quantity if 
this dam is built? 

Mr. Kitu1an. They are afraid that it will be transported out of 
the area. They are afraid that the water will be piped from the dam 
site to a more remote area, and that the percolation rate in the delta 
would be reduced, and therefore the water table would be reduced. 

Mr. Jensen. Is there not an awful lot of water during your melting 
season in the mountains which runs past you in this stream where this 
district is supposed to be es which goes to waste ? 

Mr. Kian. It never reaches the ocean. 

Mr, JENSEN. It never reaches the ocean ? 

Mr. Kixu1an. No, sir. 

Mr. JENseN. You mean, it is all utilized in some way ? 

Mr. Kiuu1an. Yes, sir; it is pumped. They have wells as deep as 
1,500 feet to pump that water. 

Mr. Jensen. How far is it from the ocean ? 

Mr. Kitu1an. We are a good 150 miles from the ocean, with the 
coast range in between us. 

Mr. JeNsEN. You say none of the water which goes down that 
stream even in May or June, when the snow is nae from the moun- 
tains, goes to waste, and it is all used for some purpose ‘ 

Mr. Kiiur1an. Yes, sir; in 1952, when the lake basin was filling up, 
there was some pumping over into the Kings River, which drains into 
the ocean, but the Corps of Engineers put a stop to that. They told 
them to keep it down where they could use it. 

Mr. Jensen. You have a case where people below the dam from 
the proposed dam site to the ocean, are fearful that by the building 
of this reservoir, which will be built back of Success Dam, will take 
water away from them which is needed by the farmers and the cities 
and the municipalities ? 
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Mr. Krzu1an. Yes, sir. 

Mr. JENSEN. It is a rather unusual situation that all of that water 
could be used which would come from the mountains during the melt- 
ing season of an area that great. 

lam not saying that it is not true, however. 

Mr. Kitu1an. It isa very unique situation. 

Mr. JenseN. It must be. 

Mr. Kitu1an. The Corps of Engineers, I think, will concur in every- 
thing which I have said. 

Mr. Jensen. The floods have caused little damage, comparatively 
speaking, over a period of years / 

Mr. Kinu1an. That is correct, and that is the opinion of most of 
the old residents, and people who live along the river. 

Mr. Jensen. Is the river leveed ? 

Mr. Kixi1an. They have levees along it, but they have so con- 
stricted the channel that there is practically no channel left any 
more. They have filled in all of the sloughs. The river used to fan 
over the area, and go underground, but now they have leveled off those 
sloughs. They have one channel, but that is constricted to the point 
where it has no capacity at all, and whenever there is high water, 
they have people who suffer damage in these slough areas. 

What they are doing is farming in a former riverbed, and naturally, 
the people who suffer that type of damage are certainly in the mi- 
nority. ‘They want to have some sort of protection, but they like to 
be close to the river because the water table is more quickly restored, 
after each winter runoff. Their land is more valuable for that reason. 

Mr. JENSEN. Just where do you live? 

Mr. Kiixi1an. I live about 12 miles above the dam site. I am up in 
the mountains. 

Mr. JENSEN. You live above the dam site? 

Mr. Kitzr1an. Yes, sir. 

Mr, JENSEN. You would be in a position to derive benefits. 

You would be personally in a position to derive benefits from the 
building of the dam, if there were to be upstream benefits? 

Mr. Kiiur1an. I think not, sir. If they get this reservoir dam, they 
would have to put a very costly road around there, and it would detour 
us about 5 miles through some very hilly terrain, and that would be a 
nuisance, as far as we are concerned. 

[ do not see in what way I would benefit from it, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Would you be in the area which would be inundated 
by the flooding of the dam ? 

Mr. Kitx1an. Every year I count on replacing some fences down 
along the river line. 

Mr. JeNsEN. The building of this dam would not inundate any of 
your land 2 

Mr. Kitx1an. No, sir. 

Mr. Jensen. Do you irrigate? 

Mr. Kiixiran. Yes, sir. 

Mr. JENsEN. You take your water now out of the stream ¢ 

Mr. Kiti1an. Away up above; yes, sir. 

[ have the oldest ditch right on the river. 

Mr. Jensen. You get plenty of water now? 

Mr. Kinu1an. No, sir. 
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Mr. JeNsEN. However, you are not complaining ? 

Mr. Kiiu1an. I am not complaining, because that has always beep 
the condition. 

Mr. Jensen. Do your neighbors feel as you do about this matter? 

Mr. Kiuxi1an. They are unanimous in that, in the entire area. 

Mr. JENSEN. Even above the dam ? 

Mr. Kiiu1an. They are opposed to it. 

Mr. Jensen. How far above the dam does this group live, who 
are in favor of this project ? 

Mr. Kian. The ones in favor of it are not above the dam, sir, 
They are in scattered areas, and such areas down below, and specifi- 
cally they are the Tulare Lake Basin people, and the big land com. 
panies down there, which is perpetually a water-short area, and there 
are also some irrigation companies below the Friant-Kern Canal. 

Mr. JEeNsEN. The people who are in favor of this are scattered in 
small areas? 

Mr. Kii1an. I would say that they are scattered in small areas 
below the dam site. They are incorporated within certain irrigation 
districts, and they are also composed of land companies, and the big 
farming operations down in the Tulare Lake Basin. 

Mr. Jensen. Well, I must say it is a unique situation. 

Mr. Evins. It is revealing to me as a unique situation also. Most 
generally, people are advocating the building of dams for the con- 
servation of water, and it is stated in the testimony many times that 
if you build a dam, we will save this water and conserve it for irriga- 
tion purposes, and for use for agriculture. 

They state that the lack of a dam causes flood damage, and the 
water wastes away, and they advocate the building of a dam to con- 
serve water, but you state that if you do not build the dam you will 
conserve water. 

Mr. Kir11an. The water goes underground, sir, but in the case of 
an extreme runoff, it goes into the Tulare Lake Basin, where almost 
500,000 acre-feet was used 1 year down there. 

However, in normal years it all goes underground where it can be 
pumped, and it restores the water table down below. None of it goes 
to the ocean, and that is why it is unique, and that is why it bears no 
semblance to a situation where your surplus water finds its way to the 
ocean. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Killian, vou may have the privilege of extending 
your remarks, and adding additional statements for the record, if you 
desire, or any other documents or statements which you want, may be 
included. 

Mr. Kiiu1an. Thank you, sir. I would like to have inserted into 
the record the resolution and statement of the Springville Chamber of 
Commerce, as well as the statement by the Committee Against Success 
Dam, and I think you have the petitions which cover that; the letter 
from the Tule River Soil Conservation District; the letter from the 
Springville Farm Bureau Center; a reprint from one of the local 
papers, the Porterville Recorder; the resolution from the Springville 
Center, Tulare County Farm Bureau, and the letter from tht Tule 
River Soil Conservation District Board of Directors. 
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(The matters referred to follow :) 


SPRINGVILLE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Springville, Calif, April 29, 1955. 
To Whom It May Concern: 
Mr. Roland R. Killian is hereby designated and authorized to appear before 
your committee in opposition to further appropriations for the proposed Success 
Jam. 
DorotHy Dyer, Secretary-Treasurer. 


RESOLUTION OPPOSING FURTHER APPROPRIATIONS FOR Success DAM 


Whereas the proposed Success Dam will not solve the flood problem of the 
town of Springville and the surrounding areas above the proposed dam site; and 
Whereas relocation of State Highway 190 and the Frazier Valley-Strathmore 
Highway will be an added burden to all taxpayers in the watershed above the 
proposed Success Dam by isolating the area ; and 
Whereas the impounding of water at that low level will be of no benefit what 
so ever to the ranchers, farmers, businessmen, and sportsmen in the 250,000 acres 
of watershed above the proposed dam ; and 
Whereas $400,000 has already been expended for Success Dam engineering 
studies and an additional $100,000 is requested by the Corps of Army Engineers 
for further studies ; and 
Whereas the Tule River Soil Conservation District Directors are formulating 
an over all watershed survey : Therefore ; be it 
Resolved, That the Springville Chamber of Commerce opposes any aprpopria- 
tion of any type for Success Dam until the possibilities of upstream dams as 
provided by Public Law 556 is fully exhausted. 
Unanimously passed by the Directors of the Springville Chamber of Commerce, 
March 1, 1955 
DorotHy Dye, Secretary-Treasurer. 
PORTERVILLE, April 14, 1955. 
R. R. Killian is hereby authorized to represent the Committee Against Success 
Dam before congressional committees hearing requests for appropriations for 
surveys or construction of Success Dam and reservoir. 
M. R. KINCAID, 
President, Committee Against Success Dam. 


PORTERVILLE, April 14, 1955. 

The Committee Against Success Dam calls the attention of the Appropriations 
Subcommittee dealing with the Success project to the following facts: 

The allegation that Tule River has, or ever will, do average annual flood 
(damage amounting to $225,000 is fantastic, supported by neither fact nor history. 
Such a figure, given at a recent public meeting here, by the United States Army 
engineers, drew derisive hoots from the audience. The river gets out of its 
banks, on the average, once in 17 years. Then the floodwaters do as much good 
as harm. Farmlands joining the river, and most subject to overflow, are the 
highest priced lands in the valley, despite this alleged flood menace simply be- 
cause the availability and cheapness of water, close to the river, far outweigh 
the occasional damage by overflow. 

Irrigation benefits, as figured by the United States Army engineers, are so 
hebulous and uncertain that irrigators here have refused to underwrite the 
ulleged benefit figures. The engineers are now engaged in rewriting the flood 
and irrigation estimates, with the probable intention of reducing the irrigation 
benefits so as to make the project more acceptable. 

Tule River gets out of its banks west of Porterville occasionally, largely be- 
cause the channel is constantly being encroached upon and constricted by the 
landowners through whose property the stream runs. These same landowners, 
who have reduced the main distributive channel’s capacity to a fraction of its 
former amount, and who have filled in dozens of smaller distributive channels, 
are the most ardent supporters of Success Dam. Successful operation of Success 
Dam and Reservoir, in flood control, requires the reopening of the old distributive 
channels to the point where they can handle four times their present capacity, 
the Army engineers stated at a recent public meeting here. The engineers sug- 
sested that a State law prohibiting the filling in of such distributive channels of 
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all streams, is highly necessary. Reopening the old channels would end the floog 
menace and would cost only a fraction of the amount required for Success Dam, 

Success Dam was authorized in 1944 on the estimate by the United States 
Army engineers that it could be constructed for $7,400,000. Estimated constrye. 
tion cost now is $13,400,000. The Committee Against Success Dam believes the 
1944 estimate was purposely cut to a comparatively low figure, to bamboozle 
Congress into supporting a project that would not have been supported had jts 
true cost been given at that time. This is strictly in line with policies of the 
Army engineers for 175 years. 

The United States Army engineers retain in their flood-damage estimates huge 
sums alleged to represent damage to the Tulare Lake basin by Tule River over. 
flows. At the same time, the Tulare Lake basin irrigation and conservation dis. 
tricts have filed legal claim to all the water impounded by Success Dam. They 
want the overflow to irrigate the rich lake basin farmlands; the engineers eop- 
tinue to claim that the waters the lake districts are trying so hard to get wil] 
damage the lake districts to the extent of millions of dollars. Both can hardly 
be right. 

In February 1955, by a 4-to-1 vote, a soil and water conservation district was 
organized, to embrace the entire Tule River Watershed upstream from the Suc. 
cess Dam site. Surveys and estimates are now being sought, under the recently 
adopted Watershed Protection Act, for a number of flood control and irrigation 
projects, involving reservoirs with storage capacity up to 5,000 acre-feet. There 
are already in the protection district bounds some 200 small storage reservoirs 
and, with the support given by the Watershed Protection Act, several hundred 
more may be constructed, so that within a few years flood-control reservoirs with 
a far greater aggregate capacity than the proposed Success Dam, may be built 
on the upper reaches of Tule River. At least, this district is entitled to a few 
years time to develop the possibilities of this upstream storage. These scores 
of small dams will more successfully control Tule River than would Success Dam, 
and at a fraction of the cost of Success. 

Construction of Success Dam would cut every present route between Porter- 
ville and the foothill and mountain area east of Porterville, and would almost 
completely isolate the rich Success Valley fruit-growing and farming area. 

Dams such as Success, placed directly across the river channel, have a useful 
life of 35 to 50 years. By the time the alleged irrigation benefits of the Success 
project are paid off, the reservoir will have been filled with silt to a point where 
it can no longer be used for water storage. 

On these, and other grounds, the Committee Against Success Dam asks the 
Congress to appropriate no further sums, for more so-called surveys, or for con- 
struction, for this totally unnecessary project. 

M. R. KIncatD, 
President, Committee Against Success Dam. 





TuLeE River Sort Conservation District, 
Springville, Calif., April 27, 1955. 
To Whom It May Concern: 

This letter will introduce Mr. Rolland R. Killian, president of the board of 
directors of the Tule River Soil Conservation District. 

By a unanimous vote on this 27th day of April 1955, the board of directors of 
the Tule River Soil Conservation District designated Mr. Killian to serve as their 
bona fide representative to express their official opinions and views in respect to 
the Success Dam project and its effect upon the Tule River watershed. 

By direction of the board of directors of the Tule River Soil Conservation 
District. 

Huan T. Gorvon, Secretary. 


PorRTERVILLE, Cati¥., April 29, 1959. 


APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


GENTLEMEN: The Springville Farm Bureau Center has gone on record as unani- 
mously opposing the construction of the Success Dam on the Tule River. The 
tremendous expenditure necessary for its construction is out of all proportion 
to the flood damage that has ever been caused by this stream. 
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Mr. Rolland R. Killian is hereby authorized to represent this group in the 
presentation of this matter before your committee. 
Very truly yours, 
SPRINGVILLE Farm BouREAU CENTER, 
Raten W. Goud, Chairman, 


[Editorial Reprint from Porterville Recorder, December 14, 1952] 


BUILD Success DAM AND PROJECT, SOUTHEASTERN TULARE COUNTY 


Success Dam, on Tule River, should be built now. Porterville needs it as a 
protection against flood damage and the surrounding trade area needs it also. 
Congressman Werdel should do all he can to get an appropriation and we believe 
he will. 

The United States Army Engineers, who make surveys in different parts of 
California and the United States, have decided that a flood control and irrigation 
dam is necessary here on Tule River and their decision ‘is enough. Apart from 
this, we have the opinion of our own good and capable engineer, Irvin Althouse, 
who knows the situation and knows that the dam is a necessity. Nothing but the 
dam will guarantee Porterville against future floods that might bring disaster. 
Floods have caused damages in parts of Porterville and in different districts 
nearby in years past, and have damaged many acres of farmland. 

This editorial is written in answer to questions from different ones who have 
considered this a matter for the people to decide at the ballot box. This is not 
the case. It is not a question of voting for or against the Tule River-Success Dam 
at an election. It is a protection which the United States Government gives to 
different communities for future irrigation and flood control. The engineers de- 
cide it and then it is up to Congress to make appropriations for the building of 
the projéct. 

It will not cost the people of Porterville or Tulare County any money at all. 
It is all paid by the United States and Porterville will not be out anything, with a 
great deal to gain. If the cost should be 10 million or any exorbitant figure 
that has been thrown to the wind, it is not for Porterville to worry about. Uncle 
Sam pays the bill and Porterville will benefit by a large payroll of men employed 
for several years. Apart from this there would naturally be the purchase of 
some of the supplies from merchants here. We need the dam and must work for 
it. We want the payroll as well as further agricultural development and flood 
protection which will accrue. 

We realize there are a few who may be forced to sell some land to the United 
States. This we are informed is only a small acreage. It is because dams are 
constructed by the Government under the law of eminent domain. When this is 
done the landowners are well paid for their land by negotiation, or if an agree- 
ment cannot be reached, the judge who tries the case would allow a liberal price. 
There are plenty of court records to prove this. 

It has been said that Bartlett Park on the Tule River will be destroyed. Yes, 
it would be underwater as we See it now, but recreational areas on the shores of 
the lake will take its place. An example of this is at Lake Yosemite, 5 miles east 
of Merced. Lake Yosemite is primarily an irrigation reservoir. On its shore is 
a boathouse and boats to rent. Shade trees and picnic places there are aplenty. 
People go there from many miles around from that part of the San Joaquin 
Yalley for swimming, boating, fishing, and different outdoor sports. 

The Recorder has published statements of both sides of this matter. It is now 
more emphatic than ever that the dam should be built and is not only necessary 
but will be of great benefit to southeastern Tulare County. 

About a year ago when ceremonies were held at the official opening of the 
Friant-Kern Canal at Friant Dam, Governor Warren addressed a large gather- 
ing of people in which he strongly urged conservation of natural resources in 
California with water as the paramount issue. He said that population would 
continue to increase in California and it is absolutely necessary to conserve 
every inch of water possible. 

The eity council of Porterville, the city manager and city engineer, realize the 
hecessity of this dam and the great benefits to accrue. The Recorder hopes and 
helieves’ they will remain firm in asking for an appropriation from the United 
States Government for this project. 

While the city council has shown good judgment in this matter and has been 
taking proper steps, they should be given every assistance possible by the 
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citizens of Porterville as well as from all parts of southeastern Tulare Couny W 
There should be a Success Dam association formed of citizens of Porterville and indit 
from the farming community so as to promote proper expression of the necessity laws 
as well as the good to accrue to the public on the whole from this project, ©’ diate 

The United States Army engineers who have spent considerable time on a whel 
complete survey in years past are good, honest and competent men. They ary ere 
experts on such matters since it is work which they have done in many places oyer one 


many years. It is reasonable to believe that the flood danger will increase as W 
time goes on. Riverbeds do fill up. We have no dredger here to dredge out the Publ 
Tule River bed. As the bed fills with sand as a natural consequence, it is very 


acre- 

plain that more floods will result. Joaq 
When the Army engineers were in Porterville about a year ago and held , W 
public meeting at the city hall, a representative of 80 farmers west of Portervilie Hi cyst: 


stated that he was authorized to make it plain to the public that these 80 farp. lishe 
ers wanted the Success Dam built and that it was strongly needed both for flood HH o¢ in 
control and irrigation. rest 
The Success Dam will conserve a large amount of water for more irrigation W 
than we have now. It will be needed more in the future. Whether or not all the belov 
water rights on Tule River are now taken up, the dam will conserve and make HM jam 
available a large amount of water that is now going to waste. This has all bee, W! 
taken into consideration by the United States Army engineers. sunk 
Progress and development of Porterville and southeastern Tulare County must wate 
not stop. to ¢1 
WI 
of ré 
RESOLUTION W 
struc 
the 1 
W 


Ing 0 





Whereas the 2d session of the 78th Congress did authorize the construction of 
the Success Dam as described in Flood Control Committee Documents No. | 
submitted during the session of the 78th Congress in its 2d session in 1944; and 

Whereas the Success Dam is to be of earthfill construction with a capacity of Hyco. 
75,000 acre-feet for the avowed purpose of providing flood control and irrigation J), 
at an estimated cost in 1948 of $10,106,000, no part of which is yet authorizd: Wl 
and id 

Whereas the maximum peak flow from records taken over a period of 45 years vid 
before 1950 was 21,100 cubic feet per second and the estimated within bank fp. 
capacities of the Tule River and Porter Slough between the Success Dam and W 
Porterville is 7,800 cubic feet per second and 

Whereas the committee document states that a sustained discharge from the indiv 
spillway of 16,000 cubic feet per second will damage the city of Porterville; and prop 

Whereas, on November 18-19, 1950, there occurred torrential rains falling as W 
such on the existing snow pack at the highest elevations which created, accord Ray q. 
ing to the California division of water resources, the greatest flood of record on Bot py 
the Tule River, exceeding the previous maximum rain type peak of 21,000 cubic Re 
feet per second on March 1943; and Farn 

Whereas this flood did not inundate the city of Porterville and did no appre and 
ciable damage to that city, disproving the engineering data and assumptions Re 
upon which the design of the dam was based ; and mitte 

Whereas this flood did inundate farmlands in the normal flood area between Rip th 
the proposed dam site and Tulare Lake but that no appreciable damage to ile Hreali 
jJands and property in this area resulted and should be classed as a nondamaging In 
flood ; and Janu 

Whereas, in 1867, within the memory of old residents, who were witnesses, 
3 days and nights of warm rain melted the very heavy snow accumulation of 
the winter and caused a flood which vastly exceeded the maximum flood of rec 
ord in November 1950; and 

Whereas the flood of 1950 demonstrated that the standard project flood. 
upon which the construction of the dam was based, would not damage the city 
of Porterville if the river channel were cleaned, and would not cause damaging 
floods in the Tule River area and the Tulare Lake Basin ; and 

Whereas the construction of the Success Dam would not afford protection 
against floods of greater magnitude than the standard project flood and would, 
in fact, create a false sense of security and eventually result in a condition which 
would cause great damage and tragedy; and 

Whereas the Tule River area is a water-shortage area and the average runoff 


is 137,000 acre-feet, no drop of which drains into the ocean; and oe 


cond 
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Whereas all of this surface and subsurface runoff is used for irrigation by 
individuals and by ditch companies with water rights established under the 
jaws of the State of California or is pumped from the alluvial area imme- 
diately below the proposed dam site by the ranchers and the city of Porterville 
where it now furnishes a dependable water supply, while the surface runoff 
yercolates into the sandy soils of the Tule River area and the Tulare Lake Basin 
where it adds to the lowering water table; and 

Whereas in February 1947 there were on file in the California Department of 
Public Works applications for water from the Success Dam totaling 381,000 
acre-feet made by 3 farmer groups in the Tulare Basin and the Southern San 
Joaquin Municipal District ; and 

Whereas no area could receive increased amounts of water through any canal 
system Without depriving the present users of water rights which are long estab- 
lished and that this redistribution of water would necessitate the appropriation 
of individual’s property and would result in costly and protracted litigation and 
resultant hardship; and 

Whereas the committee document states that bedrock for the dam is 30 feet 
below the river bed and that the foundation is adequate to support an earthfill 
dam of maximum height considered herein; and 

Whereas bedrock in 2 test holes is in excess of 100 feet and in a third test hole 
sunk to a depth in excess of 140 feet a bed of clay was encountered overlying a 
water strata of unknown thickness where the water pressure is almost enough 
to create an artesian flow at the proposed dam site; and 

Whereas, this water strata undoubtedly supplies the alluvial area and the wells 
of ranchers and the city of Porterville in that area; and 

Whereas the safe construction of the dam would necessitate a type of con- 
struction different from the one proposed and would dry up the wells owned by 
the ranchers and the city of Porterville; and 

Whereas drying up the wells of the city of Porterville and the possible grant- 
ing of the application of the Southern San Joaquin Municipal District for 100,000 
acre-feet of water from the dam site pose a threat to the water rights of the users 
above the dam site through condemnation: and 

Whereas, the Bureau of Reclamation, which traditionally administers irriga- 
tion waters from projects financed by Federal funds, does not recognize indi- 
vidual water rights and the Department is currently suing individuals in San 
Diego County for their water rights, claiming paramount right; and 

Whereas the authorization of funds for the proposed dam would result in the 
condemnation of in excess of 5,000 productive acres of land, depriving many 
individuals of their homes and means of livelihood as well as removing this 
property from the tax rolls of Tulare County; and 

Whereas the project is indefensible as a flood-control or an irrigation project 
and will cost vastly more than the estimated $10,106,000 and be a flagrant waste 
of public funds: Be it therefore 

Resolved, That we the members of the Springville Center of the Tulare County 
Farm Bureau do hereby oppose the construction of the proposed Success Dam ; 
and be it further ‘ 

Resolved, That we petition the Congress of the United States to delegate a com- 
nittee to reconsider the authorization for the construction of the Success Dam 
in the light of new evidence that the proposed dam is not necessary and is, in 
reality, harmful to the public interest. f 

In witness thereof, I have hereunto affixed my signature on this day of 
January 1952. 

RALPH O. HILL, 
Chairman, Springville Center, Tulare County Farm Bureau. 
Doris E. KILLian, 
Secretary-Treasurer. 


Whereas the Corps of Engineers of the United States Army is engaged in the 
planning and designing of that certain flood-control and irrigation structure 
known as the Success Dam ; and 

Whereas the Success Dam if constructed will be located within the boundaries 
fthe Tule River Soil Conservation District ; and 

Whereas soil-conservation districts organized under the laws of the State of 
California are required under division 9, paragraph 9261, of the Public Re- 
sources Code of the State of California to develop districtwide comprehen- 
sive plans for soil and water conservation : Now, therefore, be it 
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Resolved, That we the directors of the Tule River Soil Conservation Distri¢ 
as of this 27th day of April 1955, do hereby oppose any further planning, pe 
notiating, or appropriating of funds pertaining to the Success Dam project unti| 
the Tule River Soil Conservation District can instigate and complete an oyera)) 
comprehensive study of the Tule River Watershed ; and be it further 

Resolved, That as a part of our districtwide plan for soil and water conser. 
vation we do hereby indicate that it is our official intention to carry out the 
aforementioned study in order to discover the most feasible and economic 
methods of water conservation and flood control within the said watershed. 

By our unanimous vote this official resolution is approved this 27th day of 
April 1955. 

Tule River Soil Conservation District Board of Directors: 


R. R. KIriran, 


President. 
RALPH GILL, 

Director. 
Rarexw O. Am, 

Director. 
WALTER M. McNaAs, 

Director. 
Wm. Dye, 

Director. 


Mr. Hanp. Mr. Killian, did I understand you to say that you feared 
under some State law that there would be a diversion of the water 
from this entire area ? 

Mr. Kri1an. I know that there will be 75,000 acre-feet assigned 
after that dam is built. 

Mr. Hann. That is part of your fear of the lack of water, by reason 
of a diversion by the State ? 

Mr. Kitur1an. Yes, sir; it will be diverted to remote areas, and the 
present balance, which is already confused, will be thrown out of fur- 
ther balance, and there are bound to be some losers in this thing. 

That is the basis of the opposition. 

Mr. Murray. Did you come down here on your own, or are you 
being sponsored by some group to testify before this committee’ 

Mr. Kitiran. They passed the hat, and sent me back here. [I am 
a farmer, and I should be back there farming, but I was asked to come 
here and make this presentation. 

Mr. Murray. Whois “they ?” 

Mr. Kinuran. All these organizations. 

Mr. Murray. In other words, these organizations which you have 
named in the record are the ones who actually sponsored your trip 
here? 

Mr. Kriu1an. That is right. 

Mr. Movrray. You are not only presenting your own case, but als 
their case; is that it? 

Mr. Kriu1an. Yes, sir; that is right. 

Mr. Evins. We thank you very much, Mr. Killian. 

Mr. Kirru1an. Thank you, gentlemen, for your very kind attention. 
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Wepnespay, May 4, 1955. 


CrntraL VALLEY Prosecr, CALIFORNIA 


WITNESSES 


A. D. EDMONSTON, STATE ENGINEER AND EXECUTIVE OFFICER OF 
THE WATER PROJECT AUTHORITY OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

NORTHCUTT ELY, OF WASHINGTON, D. C., SPECIAL COUNSEL, WATER 
PROJECT AUTHORITY OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

ROBERT L. McCARTY, OF ELY, McCARTY, & DUNCAN, WASHINGTON, 
D. C., OF COUNSEL 


Mr. Evins. The committee will hear this morning Mr. A. D. Edmon- 
ston, State engineer of the State of California; Mrs. Northcutt Ely, 
and Mr. Robert McCarty. Isthat right? 

Mr. Evins. What is your position, Mr. McCarty ¢ 

Mr. McCarry. My name is Robert McCarty. I am a member of 
the firm of Ely, McCarty, and Duncan, with offices in the Tower 
Building, Washington, D.C. Mr. Ely is special counsel for the Water 
Project Authority of the State of California. He was unavoidably 
detained but will probably be here in a few minutes. Mr. Edmon- 
ston is State engineer and executive officer of the Water Project 
Authority. 

Mr. Evins. Do you want to speak first / 

Mr. McCartny. If I may, I will make a brief opening statement. 

Mr. Evrtns. What projects are you interested in primarily? The 
Central Valley project / 

Mr. McCarry. That is correct. 

Mr. Evins. You may proceed. 

Mr. McCarry. The California legislature authorized the Central 
Valley project in 1933 as a State project, with construction to be under 
the direction of the water project authority. Revenue bonds to 
finance construction were offered by the authority to the Public Works 
Administration of the Federal Government. PWA approved the 
project, but on the condition that it be constructed by the Bureau of 
Reclamation as a Federal project, with financing to be in accordance 
with reclamation law. Actual work on the project has been in prog- 
ress since 1935. 

Although this is a Federal project, the water-project authority has 
the responsibility for the State of making continuing studies of prog- 
ress and of formulating recommendations for Federal appropriations 
believed necessary to the most economic development of the project. 
These recommendations will be offered by Mr. Edmonston. 

In furtherance of the original intent of the State legislature in 
authorizing the project as State owned and controlled, that body in 
1952 directed the water-project authority to study and report on the 
possibility of effecting a transfer of the Central Valley project from 
the Federal Government to the State. A draft proposal was sub- 
mitted to the various Government agencies for comment and a report 
ls now before the State legislature, together with a recommendation 
that Federal legislation be considered in order to return the project 
to State ownership and operation. 

Mr. Edmonston will now give you the recommendations as to 
Federal appropriations. 
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Mr. Evins. The committee will be pleased to hear your testimony, 
Mr. Edmonston, 

Mr. Epmonsron. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, | 
am A. D. Edmonston, State engineer of California, and executive 
officer of the water-project authority of the State, on whose behalf | 
am appearing before you today in support of a request for an appro. 
priation of $21,245,000 for the Central Valley project for the fiscal] 
year 1956. 

The water-project authority, created by State legislative act in 1933, 
is the official representative of the State of California in matters per. 
taining to the Central Valley project, units of which have been con- 
structed or are now under construction by the Bureau of Reclamation 
of the Department of the Interior. The authority has been diligent 
in furthering the construction of the Central Valley project and has 
interested itself in matters concerning the sale of water and power 
made available by the project. 


The work on the originally authorized units of the Central Valley | 


project is practically completed, and the project is now functioning 
as planned and designed, in producing and transporting water and 
electric power to areas of use. Only sufficient funds to do incidental 
work on these units are still required. 

Units of the project now nearing completion are Folsom power- 
plant and Nimbus afterbay dam and powerplant of the American 
River development. Folsom Dam was put into operation to store the 
waters of the American River on March 22, 1955, and it is proposed 
to start generation of electric energy by the power facilities some time 
this month. The Sly Park project of the American River development 
is also expected to be completed by July 1, 1955. 

Much work remains to be done on the works of the Sacramento 
canals unit, authorized for construction by the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion in September 1950, 

As in the past years, the water project authority has had its engineers 
prepare a report covering the amounts of appropriations previously 
made for the Central Valley project through the fiscal year 195); 
status of construction work on, and the costs of, the active features; 
status of the presently unauthorized features; and a recommendation 
as to the amounts of money which could be advantageously used for 
the project in the fiscal year 1956. 

This report was presented to the water project authority at its meet- 
ing on February 16, 1955. At that meeting the authority adopted a 
resolution recommending the appropriation of the following amounts 
for expenditure on the Central Valley project features during the 
fiscal year 1956: 

1. Shasta division: 


SOIC SURI TO i lie ote geet aieteein $ 
Shasta powerplant and switchyard_____-.-_..___--_________ 850, 











000 

Keswick Dam and Wegener. es eel 7, 000 
Keswick powerplant and switchyard___-_._---._________-__- 21, 000 
ee a ee 948, 000 

2. Sacramento River division: Sacramento canals___________--_---- 10, 000, 000 
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s American River division : 
a re ii ih ii an icin iki inbilblinchieeanen $1, 000, 000 
Tons ee Cerne 300, 000 
Nimbus fish protection facilities 280, 000 
Sly Park project 20, 000 


Subtotal , 600, 000 


_ Regional Office : 
Wheatete Wei a ea eh ee oe 500, 000 
Preference customer meters 20, 000 
Radio network 2, 000 


Subtotal 522, 000 


5. Delta division : 
Delta fish protection facilities____._._.-.--___ isabella iidivaciiaaial 1, 345, 000 
Delta cross channel 50, 000 
Contra Costa Canal distribution system 400, 000 
Dette Cane sis os ae ee sess ss 200, 000 
Tracy switchyard 100, 000 


Subtotal , 095, 000 


. Friant division : 
Madera Canal 280, 000 
Friant-Kern Canal 800, 000 
Friant-Kern distribution system 5, 000, 000 


Subtotal 6, 080, 000 


I a aL tittle eae acme 21, 245, 000 


A copy of the resolution of the water project authority and a copy 
of the report entitled, “Central Valley Project—Construction Prog- 
ress, Status of Costs and Recommendations for Congressional Ap- 
propriations for Fiscal Year 1956,” January 1955, are being filed with 
your committee together with this statement. 

That concludes my presentation, sir. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. McCarty and Mr. Edmonston, for your 
statements. Mr. Edmonston, are you State engineer for the State of 
California? 

Mr. Epmonston. Yes. 

Mr. Evrns. And therefore you are not just supporting funds for 
any particular area but for reclamation projects and engineering proj- 
ects throughout the State of California? 

Mr. Epmonston. That is correct. 

Mr. Evins. The total amount of the request you are supporting is 
$21 million plus? 

Mr. Epmonston. That is for the Central Valley project. That is 
the Bureau of Reclamation project upon which I have testified. 

a The total of all the Bureau requests amounts to how 
much % 

Mr. Epmonston. I do not have the figures for all of the various 
projects in the State. The budget request for Central Valley is about 
$14 million. There will be a group before your committee this after- 
noon on flood-control projects. 

Mr. Evins. Your testimony this morning is directed solely to the 
Central Valley project? 
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Mr. Epmonston. The Central Valley project of the Bureau of Rec. 
lamation; yes. The requests that will come in this afternoon are fo; 
Corps of Engineers projects. 


SACRAMENTO CANAL PROJECT 


Mr. Evins. You mentioned the Sacramento Canal project. Do the 
people out your way all favor that project ? 

Mr. Epmonston. Yes, sir. I do not think there is any opposition to 
the canals. But do you have reference to the Sacramento deepwater 
channel? That is quite a different project. 

Mr. Evins. Yes. 

Mr. Epmonston. I am not appearing for or against that particular 
project, sir. 

Mr. Evins. It is rather controversial. I wondered if you could give 
the committee any light on that subject, either on or off the record, as 
State engineer of the State of California. If you would prefer, it can 
be off the record. 

Mr. Epmonston. It will be all right to leave this on the record, 
The State of California, through the director of public works as an 
official representing the State of California, in reviewing the report 
of the Army engineers on the Sacramento deepwater channel—I have 
forgotten the year but it must have been 10 years ago—went on record 
supporting the project. The State since that time has officially, as I 
recall, not taken a position. At least, the department of public works 
has not taken a position subsequent to that time. 

Mr. Evrns. Has there been any action by the State general assembly 
in the past 10 years? 

Mr. Epmonsron. I would have to check on that. 

Mr. Evins. The Governor of California sent the committee a tele- 
gram yesterday urging the support of that project. 

Mr. Epmonston. I am speaking of action by the State department 
of public works. They have not taken a position on it, as I recall, 
since that original recommendation which may have been 10 years 
ago. I would have to check on that. 

Mr. Evins. The appropriation request that you are supporting is 
identical with the Bureau of the Budget recommendation ? 

Mr. Epmonston. They are recommending a total of $14 million 
this year. Last year the Congress approved $21 million. As to this 
year, we are asking more than the Budget figure on the Sacramento 
canals. I think they are recommending $4 million, and I am request- 
ing $10 million. I do not think there has been enough money in the 
past for that. 

Mr. Evins. You, as State engineer, are not in the position to make 
a statement to this committee either for or against the project? 

Mr. Epmonston. No. I have not been authorized to make a 
statement on the navigation project. I have been authorized to 
appear on this appropriation for the Central Valley project. 

Mr. Hanp. I would like to have one of you gentlemen comment on 
the proposed transfer to the State of California of this project. 

Mr. Exy. For the record, my name is Northceutt Ely. I am special 
counsel for the Water Project Authority of the State of California. 

The proposed transfer of the project from the Federal Government 
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to the State of California is a matter that has been under poe 
by the water project authority under the direction of Mr. Edmonston’s 
aft for some time pursuant ‘to the direction of the legislature. They 
have submitted to the legislature their report pointing out the prob- 
lems and the methods by which the transfer could be accomplished. 

The difficulty in the way of a final and definitive recommendation 
from the State engineer’s office to the legislature arises from the fact 
that the Department of the Interior has found itself*so far unable to 
give us final answers on some of the key questions that have to be re- 
solved before the State can reach a decision as to whether the acquisi- 
tion of the project is feasible and desirable from the standpoint of the 
state. Why it is the Bureau of Reclamation has taken so long to give 
us answers on the policy questions, I am unable to say. There have 
been conferences on the subject over the past 2 years. 

The most recent resulted in a memorandum dated November 23, 
1954, signed by Assistant Interior Secretary Aandahl and Mr. Edmon- 
sion, Which I will offer for the record later, together with a letter to 
Interior dated July 23, 1954 from Mr. Edmonston, covering a draft 
of a proposal for State acquisition of the project. 

Mr. Hanp. Is it may understanding the State of California desires 
to take over this project but has not done so because of delays on the 
part of the Bureau of Reclamation in giving answers to policy ques- 
tions Which have arisen ¢ 

Mr. Ery. The latter part is correct that there have been delays on 
the part of the Bureau of Reclamation. We cannot know whether it is 
feasible for the State to take over the project until these answers are 
given. 

Mr. Hann. The State is at least contemplating the transfer to the 
State ¢ 

Mr. Exy. Yes. The State legislature authorized originally some 
$10 million, not only for a study of the feasibility of the transfer but 
ilso as a token payment. <A portion of that appropriation, made in 
1952, has since been diverted to other needs. 

Mr. Hanp. Is it proposed to pay the Federal Government for its 
capital investment ? 

Mr. Evy. Yes; the basic plan that has been under consideration is to 
keep the Federal Government whole as to the reimbursable features 
of the project. The nonreimbursables would be written off whether 
the Federal Government kept it or not. The main reimbursable fea- 
tures, power and irrigation, would be repaid by a combination of cash 
and bond issues, on a present- worth basis. 

Mr. Hann. And if the transfer were consummated the project would 
be operated exclusively by the State of California? That is the 
intention ¢ 

Mr. Exy. That is correct. 

Mr. Hann. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you very much, gentlemen. 
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Wepnespay, May 4, 1955, 
Contra Costa CANAL 
WITNESSES 


JOHN W. McFARLAND, GENERAL MANAGER OF EAST BAY MUNICcI. 
PAL UTILITY DISTRICT, OAKLAND, CALIF. 

NORTHCUTT ELY, OF WASHINGTON, D. C., SPECIAL COUNSEL, Eas? 
BAY MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT 

ROBERT McCARTY, OF ELY, McCARTY & DUNCAN, WASHINGTOy, 
D. C., OF COUNSEL 


Mr. Evins. The committee will now hear Mr. John W. McFarland, 

Mr. McFartanp. My name is John W. McFarland, I am genersl 
manager of the East Bay Municipal Utility District, which has head. 
quarters in Oakland, Calif. 

The East Bay Municipal Utility District is a publicly owned agency 
established under the laws of the State of California to furnish water 
in the East Bay area. We have invested about $77 million of our 
own local money in that area, which currently includes 14 cities, a 
large amount of unincorporated area, and about 1 million customers, 
We think we have been able to establish a successful locally owned 
operation without the need for requesting Federal aid. 

The reason we appear today is to oppose a project that was proposed 
here some years ago to extend the Contra Costa Canal into a part of 
our area, in other words, a proposal to invade an already established 
public agency with another, using Federal funds. 

We appeared in 1951 in opposition to this project and have been 
coming back every year on the same score. The results of thes 
appearances have been that the appropriation bills have included 
language that prohibited the expenditure by the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion of any funds for this project except for field engineering and 
survey work and the preparation of a report. 

Last year when we appeared before the committee the Bureau's re- 
port was not available. However, about a week later the report was 
made available to the Congress, after studies both by the Bureau of 
the Budget and the Department of the Interior. 

The results of that study more or less proved our contention all 
along, and that was that the cost of water under that project would 
be no less than the cost of the water already available through our own 
organization, and therefore that the project is unnecessary. Not onlyis 
the project unnecessary, but I think it would establish a very bad 
policy in that it would provide Federal assistance for one public 
agency in competition with another. 

I would like to read a statement from a letter dated March 11, 1954. 
to the Secretary of the Interior from the Director of the Bureau of 
the Budget: 

It would appear that the construction of the water supply system outlined by 
the Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, with Federal funds 
would place the Federal Government in the position of competing with an 4 
ready existing local enterprise which, with the presently constructed system. 
is capable of providing the required water supplies at an apparently reasonable 
price. 

That conclusion of the Bureau of the Budget certainly coincides 
with our conclusion. 
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What we would like to request today is that in this year’s appro- 

riation bill there very definitely be included language that would 
prohibit the expenditure of Federal funds for the construction of this 

roject. 
ae Evins. Mr. McFarland, whom did you say you represent ? 

Mr. McFartanp. The East Bay Municipal Utility District. 

Mr. Evins. Did you come here from California? 

Mr. McFartanp. Yes. 

Mr. Evins. How many years did you say you had been coming 
before this committee ? 

Mr. McFartanp. This is the fifth time. 

Mr. Evins. Do you not think it would serve you and your people 
and the committee and all concerned to advantage if we should re- 
solve this issue either to go forward with the project or discontinue it 
and not have the necessity for your making a trip every year from 
California to oppose it? 

Mr. McFartanp. I agree with you very heartily, sir. 

Mr. Evins. I am not too familiar with your situation. Just how 
would this other project compete with the one you are attempting to 
preserve and protect ? 

Mr. McFarianp. About 30 years ago we locally established this 
public agency on the East Bay. Our boundaries include about 200 
square miles on the eastern side of San Francisco Bay. This proposed 
project we are discussing is desired by another district established 
recently within our already existing boundaries. The idea originally 
behind it was that by extending the Contra Costa Canal they would 
bring industrial water on a raw basis out of the canal and sell it at a 
price much less than ours. Our contention all along was that they 
could not sell water cheaper than we could, and even if they could, it 
was bad because any competing public agency within the area of an 
already established public agency is bound to have an adverse effect. 

Mr. Evins. Your agency is a municipal agency ? 

Mr. McFartanp. That is right. 

Mr. Evins. How widespread are its services? 

Mr. McFartanp. We have 1 million customers. 

Mr. Evins. How many additional customers does the other facility 
propose to serve ? 

_ Mr. McFartanp. It proposes to serve potential industrial customers 
inthe city of Richmond, Calif. 

mr Evins. How many in number in addition to those you presently 
serve ? 

Mr. McFaruanp. Weare already serving the customers they propose 
to serve, and to my knowledge there has never been any customer in 
Richmond who has indicated a desire to use this water even if it were 
brought in. 

Mr. Evins. Is your service adequate and sufficient in your opinion? 

Mr. McFaruanp. Absolutely. 

Mr. Evins. And the customers are satisfied ? 

Mr. McFaruanp. Yes. 

Mr. Evins. And the rates are reasonable? 

Mr. McFartanp. That is correct. Let me give you the outstanding 
example of that. The Standard Oil Company of California is the 
largest industrial user of water we have. They use about 5 million 
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gallons a day. That would be one agency that would be looking for , 
cheaper water supply if they could get it. We have worked closely 
with the Standard Oil Co. of California since our first visit here 3 
years ago and have given adjustments in rates to large users which 
gives them a more favorable rate for such use, and they have stated to 
us, and I am sure the officers of that company would affirm this state- 
ment, that they are satisfied with the present rate structure and with 
the availability of the water. 

Mr. Evins. How much is proposed for this Contra Costa Water 
District ? 

Mr. McF aruanp. The initial cost? 

Mr. Evins. The initial cost and the ultimate cost. 

Mr. McFaruanp. As far as I have been able to determine from the 
report of the Bureau of Reclamation, the original proposed cost would 
be between 6 and 7 million dollars. In additions there would have to 
be money spent locally for distribution works. That would be a 
local expenditure. But the Federal expenditure, according to this 
report, which is now almost 2 years old, is between 6 and 7 million 
dollars, as of that time, and in my judgment it would be in excess 
of that amount now. 

Mr. Evins. Could you tell the committee how much has been ex- 
pended on the Bureau of Reclamation project to date? 

Mr..MeFarvanp. I cannot answer that. My guess would bebetaeen 
$50,000 and $100,000 in making the survey. 

Mr. Evins. And you know of no crying demand or need for the 
additional facility ¢ 

Mr. McFartanp. I certainly do not, and if there were such a crying 
demand our organization is prepared to meet it. We feel we have an 
obligation to satisfy such a demand if there were one. 

Mr. Evrns. And you are prepared to satisfy the demands if any 
should arise ¢ 

Mr. McFarranpn. We are, and I think we are obliged almost by law 
to do that. 

Mr. Murray. The principal purpose of the Contra Costa Canal is 
not to provide water in this district, is it? 

Mr. McFaruianpv. No. It was originally established for irrigation 
purposes. 

Mr. Murray. Do you feel the canal ought to be extended for its ir- 
rigation purposes 

Mr. McFarvanp. I am not familiar enough with that possibility. 
That is a little bit out of our province. We do not supply irrigation 
water. That is another subject. 

Mr. Murray. Your objection, then, is principally directed to the 
creation of a competitor to your water supply. Is that correct? 

Mr. McFartanp. That is correct. 

Mr. Murray. The thing I am not too clear on is, are you now au- 
thorized by State law to service not only your East Bay Utility Dis- 
trict but also the Southwest Contra Costa Water District ? 

Mr. McFarianp. Yes. You will notice on that map that the 
Southwest Contra Costa County Water District acually lies in the 
boundaries of our district. 

Mr. Murray. Do you mean the legislature permits the creation of 
another water district within the limits of a previous one? 
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Mr. McFaruanp. Yes, it does. The Southwest Contra Costa Water 
District is formed under a different law than the law which established 
the East Bay Utility District, and it is possible to do that. 

Mr. Murray. That is the thing that I was not too clear on. I did 
not think it was possible under State law to form a new water district 
within the boundaries of a previous water district. 

Mr. McFaruanp. It is. 

Mr. Murray. Thank you. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Jensen has been chairman of the Interior Committee 
inthe past and is familiar with this matter. I would like you to make 
a statement, if you would, Mr. Jensen, for the record. 

Mr. JENSEN. I certainly agree with the gentleman now testifying. 
The Interior Subcommittee on Appropriations has for many years 
been receiving testimony on this project and I, as one member of the 
committee, always felt that there was no need nor justification for 
another public body to come in and compete with the municipal dis- 
trict which has been serving these people very well and at reasonable 
prices for the water. I say this advisedly because of the many years 
[ have heard this project discussed before our committee. I would 
like to put an end to it once and for all, and I shall be pleased to 
join with the committee in writing language that will do just that, 
30 that there will not be his constant expense to the Government of 
making these investigations, and the expense to these folk coming 
lack here every year and testifying in defense of their own business, 
which I think has been run very well. I say this for the record so all 
may read. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Jensen. 


Mr. Hanp. Has the position of the Bureau of the Budget remained 
the same since their letter of March 11, 1954, to which you referred ¢ 

Mr. McFartanp. To the best of my knowledge it has. 

(Mr. McFarland’s formal statement, filed with the committee, 
follows :) 


STATEMENT OF JoHN W. McFAarLAND, GENERAL MANAGER, Bast Bay MUNIcIPAL 
Utiniry DisrRict 


In the matter of proposed work to be performed by the Bureau of Reclamation in 
connection with a propsed aqueduct from the Contra Costa Canal, Calif., to 
the Southwest Contra Costa County Water District, Calif. 


My name is John W. McFarland. I am general manager of the East Bay 
Municipal Utility District, with headquarters in Oakland, Calif. The East 
bay Municipal Utility District is a publicly owned nonprofit agency, operating 
under the laws of the State of California, and responsible to the people for 
the water supply of a sizable metropolitan area including 14 cities lying within 
2 counties. Our customers currently number 1 million persons. In the 30 
years of operation, $77 million in bonds have been voted by the people to pay 
for waterworks which have been constructed or purchased. No Federal aid 
has been necessary. 

We appear today in opposition to a proposed project by which the Bureau 
of Reclamation would extend the Contra Costa Canal to the Southwest Contra 
Costa County Water District in the city of Richmond, Calif. This area 
ilready lies within the boundaries of the East Bay Municipal Utility District. 
This proposed project originated quite some years ago, and we appeared in 
opposition before your committee for the first time in 1951, and have appeared 
hefore your committee every year since. During this time, and as a result of 
this opposition, the appropriation bills have included language that prohibited 
the expenditure by the Bureau of Reclamation of any funds for this project 
except for field engineering and survey work. The idea was that comparative 
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costs and feasibility should be studied and reports submitted to the Congres 
before any construction work was authorized. 

Subsequent to our appearance before your committee in February last year 
the Bureau’s report was made available to the Congress, and was studied both 
by the Bureau of the Budget and the Department of the Interior. The resuits 
of the study indicated that the cost of water through this proposed projec 
would be no less than the cost of water already available through our ow) 
organization, the East Bay Municipal Utility District. Therefore, it is obvious 
that the proposed project is unnecessary. Further, and we quote from a letter 
dated March 11, 1954, to the Secretary of the Interior from the Director of the 
Bureau of the Budget: 

“It would appear that the construction of the water-supply system outlined 
by the Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, with Federal funds 
wouid place the Federal Government in the position of competing with an already 
existing local enterprise which, with the presently constructed system, is capa- 
ble of providing the required water supplies at an apparently reasonable price.” 

This statement sums up very well our own feelings in the matter and hag 
been the basis for our continuing opposition. 

We respectfully request that language be included in the appropriation bil] 
for 1955 that would definitely prohibit the expenditure of any funds by the 
Bureau of Reclamation for the construction of this unnecessary project. Such 
language is suggested as follows: 

“No funds appropriated by this or any previous Act shall be used for the con- 
struction of an aqueduct or extension of the Contra Costa Canal to the Southwest 
Contra Costa County Water District or City of Richmond, California; and no 
contract shall be negotiated by the United States or any officer thereof for the 
construction or financing of such aqueduct or canal unless and until the con- 
struction of the same shall have been specifically authorized by Act of Congress,” 


Mr. Evins. Mr. Ely, did you wish to make a statement ? 

Mr. Exy. I have a prepared statement which I shall offer for the 
record, and would suggest that instead of the language which now 
appears in the budget at page 761, alternate language be substituted 
which I will read. The language now in the budget at page 761 is 
as follows: 


Provided further, That no part of this appropriation shall be available for 
other than the completion of field engineering, survey work, and preliminary 
designs of the Southwest Contra Costa County Water District System and no 
repayment contract shall be executed or construction begun until plans have been 
submitted to and approved by the Congress through its legislative and appro- 
priation procedures, after submission of a report to the Congress by the Secretary 
of the Interior (1) on the cost and feasibility of said project, including the 
necessary distribution system and (2) on the rates required to be charged to 
the ultimate consumers, 


Subsequently, as Mr. McFarland has indicated, that report was 
completed and has been submitted to the Congress. 

It happened that during this interval, Congressman Condon, of 
California, introduced a bill in the House, H. R. 3691, to authorize 
construction of this project. ‘The Bureau of the Budget, in reporting 
on the proposed project to the Interior Department, stated : 

Accordingly, you are advised that while there would be no objection to the 
submission to the committee of your proposed noncommittal report on H. BR. 
3691, in the light of the above comments the Bureau of the Budget would not 
recommend its enactment at this time. 

And at another place in the letter to the Interior Department, the 
Bureau of the Budget reported, as Mr. McFarland has indicated, that 
the construction of this project as outlined by the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion with Federal funds— 


would place the Federal Government in the position of competing with an al- 
ready existing local enterprise which, with the presently constructed system, 1S 
capable of providing the required water supplies at an apparently reasonable 
price. 
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Inasmuch as the report that is referred to in the proviso now in the 
budget has been rendered, there seems no occasion for language that 
assumes it has not been rendered. We consequently propose to put 
the matter at. rest by a proviso which would read as follows: 


provided, That no funds appropriated by this or any previous act shall be used 
for the construction of an aqueduct or extension of the Contra Costa Canal to 
the Southwest Contra Costa County Water District or city of Richmond, Calif. ; 
and no contract shall be negotiated by the United States or any officer thereof for 
the construction or financing of such aqueduct or canal unless and until the con- 
struction of the same shall have been specifically authorized by act of Congress. 


We think that language is necessary because the Secretary of the 
Interior has authority under section 9 (a) of the Reclamation Act 
of 1939 to authorize projects that he finds feasible without bringing 
them to the Congress at all, and without such a mandate by act of 
(Congress the threat remains over our head that at some time in the 
future the Secretary of the Interior will authorize and go ahead with 
the construction of this competing facility. We would like to have 
that possibility put at rest now and for all time so that before the 
Secretary of the Interior could revive it he would have to come before 
Congress. 

We feel inasmuch as the report referred to in the proviso now in the 
budget has been rendered, there is no occasion to assume that this 
report is in suspense. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you very much gentlemen. Mr. Ely, your pre- 
pared statement will be inserted in the record at this point. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT BY NorktTHcutTT E1y, SPEcIAL COUNSEL, Hast Bay MunictpAn. UTILiry 
DIstTRICT OF OAKLAND, CALIF., BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WorKS 
oF THE House APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE HoLpING HEARINGS ON BupbGET 
ReQquESsTS FOR FIscaL 1956 


My name is Northcutt Ely. I am an attorney with offices in the Tower Build- 
ing, Washington 5, D. C. I am special counsel for the East Bay Municipal Utility 
District, Oakland, Calif., and appear before you with Mr. John McFarland, gen- 
eral manager of that district, and Robert L. McCarty of my law firm. 

We appear in connection with a proposal to divert water from the Contra Costa 
Canal, in the Central Valley of California, by means of the so-called Richmond 
Conduit or aqueduct, in order to bring industrial water to the Southwest Contra 
Costa County Water District in Richmond, Calif. The problem is reflected in 
language contained at page 761 of the budget before you. That language is as 
follows: 


“Provided further, That no part of this appropriation shall be available for other 
than the completion of field engineering, survey work, and preliminary designs 
of the Southwest Contra Costa County Water District System and no repayment 
contract shall be executed or construction begun until plans have been sub- 
mitted to and approved by the Congress through its legislative and appropriation 
procedures, after submission of a report to the Congress by the Secretary of the 
Interior (1) on the cost and feasibility of said project, including the necessary 
distribution system and (2) on the rates required to be charged to the ultimate 
consumers :” 


I would like to give you a brief history of this item before the Congress. The 
report referenced in the above language was furnished just after we appeared 
before you last year. Mr. McFarland will comment as to that report. 

We first appeared on this matter in 1951, during hearings on Interior Depart- 
ment appropriation requests for fiscal 1952. A field investigation of this project 
was being conducted at the time. The House report (p. 10) summarized the 
situation as follows: 

“Testimony indicates that $630,000 requested for Contra Costa distribution 
system was to be used for initiating construction of an aqueduct to serve the 


61653—55—pt. 2——15 





224 





Southwest Contra Costa County Water District which is within the boundaries 


of the East Bay Municipal Utility District on the east side of San Francisco Bay, " " 
Owing to lack of agreement between two competing public agencies the $630,099 me 
item under reference has been deleted from the approved program. No funds jp a4 
the accompanying bill, or previously appropriated, are to be available for the he p 
design or construction of works to deliver water within the boundaries of the . re 
East Bay Municipal Utility District, California.” Cong 

The Senate restored the funds referred to but only to be used for other Centra) sation 
Valley project purposes—the prohibition against the use of the funds for this insti 
conduit was retained. we fil 

In 1952 following appearances before both House and Senate committees op in lie 
fiscal 1953 appropriations, language identical with the proviso in the present “Prol 
budget became a part of the Interior Department Appropriation Act for fisca} “N 
1953. The adoption of this language indicated the apparent feeling that since trac 








investigations of this project had been half completed, those investigations should 
be permitted to continue and report thereon made to Congress without, however, 
any contract being entered into or any construction actually being started. 

The report contemplated was not completed at the time of hearings on appro- 
priations for fiscal 1954 and fiscal 1955. Accordingly, we appeared before you Th 
again. The Interior Appropriations Acts for fiscal years 1954 and 1955 contained year 
ee identical with that contained in the budget before you, which I have while 
quoted. struc 

Shortly after we testified last year, the long-awaited report was completed # 
and was transmitted to Congress in connection with H. R. 3691 introduced by 
Mr. Condon. This bill would_have authorized the construction of the conduit 
we oppose. A letter dated March 24, 1954, from the Interior Department to the 
House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee advised : 

“In presenting this report to your committee, this Department recommends 
neither that H. R. 3691 be enacted nor that it be not enacted. Our purpose is to 
furnish your committee with the factual data called for by Appropriation Act 
language quoted above in order to assist it in determining the course of conduct 
it may wish to follow in connection with the bill. The differences in view that 
many exist between the East Bay Municipal Utility District and the Southwest JHON 


(ont 
tract 
struc 
of th 


Contra Costa County Water District will no doubt be made known to your T) 
committee by spokesmen for these two organizations.” 
* The Director of the Bureau of the Budget, in commenting on this proposed i 


project by letter to the Interior Department dated March 11, 1954, determined 


that “the overall cost to ultimate consumers for raw, untreated water (would) ee 
amount to about 9 cents per 100 cubic feet.” ava 
The Director of the Bureau of the Budget stated further : plea 
“There is at present a water supply available for industrial, as well as domes- M 


tic, purposes in the Richmond area. The East Bay Municipal Utility District, a wit] 
publicly owned, nonprofit agency, has constructed major facilities for a supply bef 
of 80,080,000 cubic feet daily, of which the utility district estimates it is cur- 9" ‘ 
rently using 15,374,000 cubic feet daily. The unused supply of 14,706,000 cubic pro’ 
feet daily is nearly 5 times the capacity of the project system outlined above. the. 
The district officials state that this present excess capacity is fully adequate to S 
meet the future industrial requirements of the Richmond area as well as other . 
areas within the district. ‘The East Bay Municipal Utilities District states that 9": 
in 30 years of its operation, $77 million in bonds have been voted by the people rive 
to pay for waterworks it has constructed or purchased. The utility district Tw 
maintains it can furnish new industries with high-quality, treated, and filtered 


water through its system with adequate storage, pressure, and standby service c a 
at rates which have been decreasing more and more as the district’s debt is one 
retired. These rates, on a monthly rate schedule, as of September 1, 1953, were— I 
“For the first 3,300 cubic feet, $0.20 per-100 cubic feet Ter 
“For the next 30,000 cubic feet, $0.18 per 100 cubic feet Kin 
“For the next 300,000 cubic feet, $0.12 per 100 cubic meet ve 
“For all over 333,300 cubic feet, $0.09 per 100 cubic feet” oe 

The Director of the Bureau of the Budget concluded that the construction of HRW! 
this project, as outlined by the Bureau of Reclamation, with Federal funds: Lak 

“* * * would place the Federal Government in the position of competing with V 
an already existing local enterprise which, with the presently constructed sys Hj). 


tem, is capable of providing the required water supplies at an apparently reasot- f 

able price. or 
“Accordingly, you are advised that while there would be no objection to the the 

submission to the committee of your proposed noncommital report on H. R. 3691, side 
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in the light of the above comments the Bureau of the Budget would not recom- 
mend its enactment at this time. It will be appreciated if you will furnish a 
copy of this letter with the report you submit to the Congress.’ ia 

Im sum, the surveys authorized by the language of the appropriations acts for 
the past 3 years have been completed. The requisite report has been submitted 
«) Congress. The executive departments have transmitted messages to the 
congress Which, although based on this report, are comments on separate legis- 
ation. To reflect the foregoing, and to insure that this project will not be 
instituted on the basis of departmental action, as it very nearly was in 1951 when 
we first appeared before you, we request that the following language be inserted 
in lieu of the language now contained in the budget : 

“Provided, That 

“No funds appropriated by this or any previous act shall be used for the con- 
struction of an aqueduct or extension of the Contra Costa Canal to the Southwest 
(ontra Costa County Water District or city of Richmond, Calif.; and no con- 
tract shall be negotiated by the United States or any officer thereof for the con- 
struction or financing of such aqueduct or canal unless and until the construction 
of the same shall have been specifically authorized by act of Congress.” 

This language is substantially the same as enacted by you for the past 3 
vears. It merely recognizes that the report called for has been transmitted and, 
while omitting language as to the report, continues the prohibition against con- 
struction or contracting without a specific project authorization from Congress. 


Wepnesbay, May 4, 1955. 


Success Dam 


WITNESS 


HON. HARLAN HAGEN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Evins. The committee will be glad to hear at this time from 
Congressman Harlan Hagen, of California. Congressman Hagen is 
avalued Member of Congress and a very able advocate, and we are 
pleased to hear him. 

Mr. Hagen. I appreciate the opportunity of appearing before you 
with respect to appropriations for Success Dam on the Tule River 
in California in my district. I will not go into the details of that 
project. Tam sure the committee clerks and advisers and members of 
the committee are familiar with it. 

Success Dam was authorized along with several others in Califor- 
nia, including two others which either are in my district or control 
rivers which flow into my district, by the Flood Control Act of 1944. 
Two of these other dams are now completed and in operation. Two 
are uncompleted and completion of them is sought. Success Dam is 
oie of the uncompleted dams. 

The four dams I mention—the Success Dam on the Tule River; the 
Terminus Dam on the Kaweah River; the Pine Flat Dam on the 
Kings River; and Isabella Dam on Kern River—are all designed to 
prevent flood damage from their respective streams in case of high 
water and to prevent floodwaters from reaching the basin of Tulare 
lake, which is in my district. 

With the completion of the Isabella Dam and the Pine Flat Dam 
this flood problem in Tulare Lake has been reduced ; however, on each 
of these streams there is a problem of flood all along the length of 
the river, and this is a justified flood-control project from that con- 
sideration alone. 
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The city of Porterville, Calif., which is a town of approximately 
10,000 to 15,000 population, sits on the banks of the Tule River ang 
it can be inundated in time of flood, which is a possibility almost any 
year in California where there is a heavy snow runoff from the 
mountains. ; 

Briefly, that is the aspect of the Suecess Dam which has been called 
to my attention for presentation to this committee. Proponents of 
the project haxe been back before this committee each year since 1944, 
and to date the Government has spent some $400,000 in the planning of 
this project at a particular site. 

I am in a somewhat difficult position here today for this reason: 
there has developed a serious area of opposition to the building of 
this dam, and I betiave yesterday Mr. Killian of Springville, Calif, 
testified before your committee. Of course in building any dam you 
will have some area of opposition from the people who will have to 
move out of the basin site, and in each of these matters we have to 
determine which course of conduct satisfies the overwhelming ma- 
jority of the people. 

You will hear tomorrow, I believe, or perhaps later—today, from 
the proponents for a continuing appropriation for this project. | 
understand that the local proponents, and the State of California, 
acting through the water resources board, will seek a sum of approxi- 
mately $110,000 for completion of planning. You will recall that 
$400,000 has been spent for that purpose already. I think that they 
will seek in addition a sum of approximately $1 million for initia- 
tion of construction. 

I am urging you to appropriate the money for the completion of 
the planning, which is the recommendation of the Bureau of the 
Budget and of the Army engineers themselves. 

I would say also instructions might go out from this committee to 
the engineers to resolve some of these questions which are at issue 
between the proponents and the opponents of this dam. I am per- 
sonally aware of the fact that some of these matters should be settled 
in advance because otherwise there would be not only a reservoir left, 
but a reservoir of ill will as the result of these projects if they are not. 
That has happened on the Isabella Dam in Kern County, which was 
built by the Army engineers. 

There was a dispute between the county and the Federal Govern- 
ment over the cost of relocating a road. There is a dispute between 
a substantial group of local people and the Army over the amount 
of water which will be permitted to stand back of that dam at all 
times to provide a lake rather than a mudhole. There is still a ques- 
tion of how much water there is made available for irrigation and 
who is going to get it. 

Sinmilar questions are at isue in this particular project and should 
be settled. I personally would ask that the Army spend some of its 
money, this approximately $110,000 they are asking for, to go over 
the field, so to speak, with the opponents of the project who are rather 
late in the game, I might say. 

The proponents have been working on this since 1935. They have 
spent a considerable amount of time and money on it and they are 
of course entitled to primary consideration. I am certain that with 
the money which is being sought here that the Army engineers can 
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do much to clarify some of these troubles, these troublesome issues, 
which are at stake in this question. 

Therefore, my position is this: I ask for the appropriation of plan- 
ning money and with the hope that the committee might imstruct the 
Army to use some of this money for the purpose of resolvi ing some of 
these thorny questions which are at issue in any project of this kind. 

[ am certain that the area of controversy will either be eliminated 
or gr ney reduced, if that is done. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Hagen, for your very fine statement. 
It was most informative to me and I am sure to the other members 
of the committee. I think that you have made a most fair presenta- 
tion of the situation. As you indicated, yesterday there was some 
testimony, very strong, opposed to the Success Dam. It was pointed 
out that it was most unusual testimony by certain members of the 
committee. It seemed to me that was the case in view of the fact 
that the C ny of Engineers has for a number of years recommended 
this project. It has been approved by the Bureau of the Budget, 
et one individual comes in and he testifies that he has beem-sent here 
\ organizations and great numbers of people in opposition to it. 

Now, this Success Dam is in the district that you represent ? 

Mr. Hagen. That is correct. 

Mr. Evins. And you are testifying that in your opinion the vast 
majority of the people favor the project and desire the project and 
want to see it go on toward completion ? 

Mr. Hagen. I am forced to take that position on the grounds of sheer 
logic, on the disclosed record of support and opposition to date. 

The proponents of this project are large numbers of people who are 
downstream from the dam site. There has been a constant flood 
threat which they recognized as early as 1935. They have spent a 
considerable amount of t time and money securing the authorization of 
this project and securing appropriations for it. They have sent legal 
counsel back here annually since 1944, and of course they are entitled 
to recognition for that effort. 

Now, there perhaps has always been some latent opposition in the 
area back of the dam. Nobody wants to move his home any more than 
aman whose house is on a new highway wants his property condemned 
so the highway can go through. But there is perhaps a larger area 
of opposition than that, but it is late opposition. As I indicated, in 
iy opinion the proponents have the burden of profit as the result of 
these circumstances. If they can, before the dam is actually con- 
structed, or before construction is undertaken, convince a majority of 
the people i in the area that they have justice in their cause, I am certain 
that their Congressman, whoever it might be, would advocate what- 
ever was in the interest of a majority of the people. But that demon- 
‘tration has not been made to date. It has been felt by myself and 
others that this final amount necessary to complete the planning will 
provide some of the answers to some of the problems that trouble 
these people. 

Mr. Evins. One of the things that the State of California greatly 
needs, as I understand it, is water and the proper distribution of the 
water, and without this dam there will undoubtedly be flash floods, or 
wasting of water, and by the building of the dam water could be 
conserved and used properly. Is that the condition you state? 
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Mr. Hacen. Yes, Mr. Evins. The principal benefit from this day 
is the flood-control aspect, and secondary, of course, there is yy 
irrigation benefit. 

Mr. Evins. What do you have to say contrary to the statemen; 
that has been given to the committee that there is no water wasted: 
that the water. goes underground and actually it is beneficial fo; 
agricultural purposes under present conditions? 

Mr. Hacen. In a remote sense you can say that about any water 
anywhere in an arid area—it goes underground. However, that js 
not entirely true with respect to all of this water because in a flo 
year this water escapes into Tulare Lake, which is a landlocked 
lake area in my district, and it is lost completely because the strata 
below that body—which, by the way, is now under intensive farming 
and always is when it is not flooded—are impermeable, and once the 
water gets down there it does not get in the underground anywhere, 
Moreover underground storage is difficult to chart and is less satis. 
factory than surface flow where there are pressing immediate water 
needs. 

Mr. Evins. As I gather from your testimony, most of the opposition 
is from individuals above the proposed dam site ? 

Mr. Hacen. In fairness to Mr. Killian—and I consulted with Mr. 
Killian and those who will speak to you later today—Mr. Killian 
maintains that there is an area of opposition below the dam site from 
the water users who feel that a capture of the water at this dam 
site will in effect deflect the flow of the water so that it will not recharge 
the underground under their lands. That, of course, is one of the 
disputes which I think could be settled by the Army engineers con- 
tinuing their study. That is always a question—when you impound 
water in arid area what effect is it going to have on the underground 
water table in particular areas? In my opinion, the Bureau of Recla- 
mation, or the Army Engineers, should always make that kind of deter- 
mination in setting up these projects. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Hagen. 

Mr. Jensen. Congressman, it was testified that the State of Cali- 
fornia was holding, and expected to hold, prior rights to 75,000 acre- 
feet of water on this project and the opponents of this project feel 
by so doing they will be denied water which they have at this time 
and un to this time have had the privilege of using for irrigation. 
Would vou have any comment on that ? 

Mr. Hacen. Mr. Jensen, I would say this: I feel personally that 
is an extremely grave area of factual information and decision. The 
normal flow of this river has been put to beneficial use for a long time. 
It is owned by various water users and it is inconceivable there ar 
any unappropriated normal water supplies on this river. TI cannot 
give you the figures, but any structure of this kind which impounds 
water at a higher elevation, and in a confined area, makes some addi- 
tional water available, so to speak, because the evaporation loss |s 
smaller at the higher elevation and in the more confined area of storage. 
and in that sense there is some water which the dam itself will prob- 
ably create, so to speak. 

I would say presently that the water is in effect nonexistent. There 
would be serious doubt in my mind whether there are any water 
supplies on the river which are presently usable, with perhaps minor 
exceptions, which are not already owned by somebody. 
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Mr. Jensen. Mr. Killian presented a petition here signed by some 
200 people who are above the dam in opposition to this project. There 
was almost 100 percent opposition to this project by the people above 
the dam. Also, there was scattered opposition below the dam. 

Mr. Hacen. That is correct. 

Mr. JensEN. As I understood his testimony, the opposition, gen- 
erally speaking, was due to the fact that they were fearful they would 
have less water after the dam was built than they have now because 
of the fact that the State is going to demand prior rights on 75,000 
acre-feet. Matters of this kind, of course, come before the committee 
on many occasions, and I think that the best thing this committee 
can do in order to make up its mind would be to get all the facts and 
figures that it is possible to get so that we can act intelligently and 
properly in this matter. That is the only purpose of this committee— 
to do the thing that is right and best for the great majority of the 
people. 

Mr. Hagen. May I comment on your last statement ? 

The lands back of this dam are all foothills. They are principally 
devoted to cattle raising. I understand there are only about 3,500 
acres of land actually under cultivation. 

The fact that cultivation and widespread diversion back of the dam 
site have not. occurred to date, because irrigation is not new in Cali- 
fornia, is a very signifiacnt commentary on the fact it has not been very 
feasible. Quite recently under the stimulus of recent thinking about 
new methods of watershed protection in the building of small check 
dams high in the mountains, as contrasted with the big dam projects 
which the Army engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation have in- 
dulged in, these people feel that with some Federal assistance, either 
through Soil Conservation Service, or through a special act of Con- 
gress, or through this watershed conservation program, they would 
be assisted in building small check dams from which they would irri- 
gate. But it is questionable in average water years they could do that 
without interfering with some vested rights to water belonging to 
people downstream. As I say, all the normal flow of this river, 
according to my understanding, has been appropriated for years. So 
really, if they would stop to analyze it, all they could expect to capture 
would be water in ponds in flood years. 

Mr. JENseN. Thank you, Mr. Hagen. 

Mr. Hagen. I appreciate the opportunity of appearing before the 
committee. 
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Wepnespay, May 4, 1955, 
ALaAsKA PROJECTS 
WITNESSES 


HON. E. L. BARTLETT, A DELEGATE IN CONGRESS FROM THE TERRI. 
TORY OF ALASKA 

HAROLD B. SAY, MANAGER, WASHINGTON OFFICE, PORTLAND 
OREG., CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 

W. K. BOARDMAN, KETCHIKAN, ALASKA 

M. C. COON, KODIAK, ALASKA 

F. N. VAN HORN, SITKA, ALASKA 


Mr. Evins. At this time, we will hear Delegate Bartlett, of Alaska, 
our esteemed colleague. We are pleased to have you with us, Mr. 
Bartlett. 

Mr. Bartierr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the 
committee. 


I appear here with a number of Alaskans who have traveled the long 
distance from Alaska to Washington at the expense of local groups to 
plead for appropriations for rivers and harbors projects heretofore 
authorized. 

T am grateful to you for giving us this opportunity to appear. 

It follows, as a matter of course, that not all of the communities 
having authorized projects could send representatives down at this 
time. 


HARBOR AND FLOOD-CONTROL PROJECTS AT SKAGWAY, ALASKA 


Mr. Chairman, in my representative capacity for all the people of 
Alaska, I would like to appear here on behalf of all the authorized 
projects, and in order to save time for the people who have traveled 
so far to tell their story to you, I am going to content myself with 
offering a statement, if I may, for the record and present for your 
consideration, and I hope for inclusion in the record, a statement 
sent to me from Skagway, Alaska. 

Mr. Evins. It may be received. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


HARBOR AND FLOOD-CONTROL PROJECTS AT SKAGWAY, ALASKA 


The honorable members of your committee are respectfully referred to two 
authorized projects at Skagway, Alaska; namely a dredging program in the 
harbor ; and a dike program in the Skagway River. 

The dredging program provides for dredging at the face of a private wharf 
which is used for public use as a passenger, general cargo wharf and to service 
tankers discharging product for transmission via pipeline, or railway, to North 
western Canada. Same program further provides for dredging of a badly needed 
small-boat harbor which was made obvious by the unfortunate disaster whereby 
a United States Coast Guard plane fell at Haines, Alaska, about 18 miles south 
of Skagway, and lives were lost; it was necessary to rush doctor and nurse from 
Skagway in small outboard motor craft in fairly heavy sea at a great risk. 
If Skagway had had a small boat harbor, fishing vessels would have been in the 
water instead of on the beach. The Alaska Territorial Legislature recently 
authorized $100,000 for this project, and it is possible to qualify for a matchiné 
fund from Alaska Public Works, which leaves everything provided for exeept 
dredging. Should dredging program be funded for one of these projects, it 
should also be considered for both programs, as the expense of taking dredge into 
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grea would be more economical for the people. Estimates for this work approxi- 
mate $44,500 in 1953. ; : , ; 

The dike program consists of dike on east side of Skagway River from its 
mouth to a point north of railway shops. River has a tendency to eat into 
gravel bar on which is situated principal part of town, said railway shops being 
closer to point on river where this condition starts. Estimate for this project in 
1953 is $757,000. 

Skagway is at the head of Lynn Canal, northernmost part of so-called inside 
passage, and is ocean terminus for the White Pass & Yukon Route Railway 
operating 110 miles to the north to Whitehorse, Yukon Territory, Canada, an 
important distribution center in Northwestern Canada, and situated on the 
Alaska Highway. Two arms of said highway touch at Carcross, Yukon Terri- 
tory, a point on said railway about 60 miles north of Skagway. While this 
route is only 18 miles in Alaska, it serves an area of thousands of square miles 
in our neighboring country with mineral, fur and oil resources. It is estimated 
that 50,000 tons of zinc, lead and other ore concentrates will be shipped via this 
railway this year, plus thousands of tons of asbestos. With present trans- 
portation requirements and current development programs, it is now felt that 
a highway between Skagway and Carcross is most necessary, and which em- 
phasizes the importance of the port to the community. The defense and offense 
of North America are vitally concerned by proper facilities in this all-year port, 
as well as the economy of the north country. Skagway is a key point in civilian 
defense. 

It is regretted that distance and the limited economy of this small American 
community does not lend itself to our making a better case for ourselves, but 
we feel confident that you will extend the same courtesy to consideration of this 
matter that you could expect from us. 

(References: H. Doc. 414, 83d Cong., 2d sess. Annual report of the Chief of 
Engineers 1953, extract report upon the improvement of rivers and harbors in 
the Alaska District. Interim report No. 1—Harbors and Rivers in Alaska, 
Survey Report by North Pacific Division, Corps of Engineers, dated February 


15, 1952.) 
PETERSBURG, ALASKA 


Mr. Bartrierr, I would like to submit a copy of a letter which I 
received this morning sent to Gov. Frank B. Heintzleman, Governor 
of Alaska, by the Petersburg Chamber of Commerce. 

I would like to also add, if I may, Mr. Chairman, a statement which 
| have prepared, a list of authorized projects in Alaska, and the cost 
thereof. 


PETERSBUBG CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Petersburg, Alaska, April 30 1955. 
Hon. FRANK B. HEINTZLEMAN, 
Governor of Alaska, Juneau, Alaska. 

Sik: We are submitting this data regarding our Petersburg Harbor project, 
which with others in the Territory, is approved by the United States engineers, 
and also by Congress. We respectfully request that appropriations be made to 
complete the project. 

The following figures are the incoming and outgoing tonnages, all handled by 
boats during the years of 1953 and 1954, at Petersburg, Alaska: 

Tons 
Commercial freight . shinee » 12, 750 
CO NOE a caer eee asst setts t ditt san sent neue hblns os a stint sacks tote 6, 600 
Cold storage: Halibut, salmon, sable, shellfish, bait, and ice 28, 000 
Miscellaneous cannery supplies by small boats 650 
Standard and Union Oil products ‘ a 7, 000 


I Secs. 2 : : ; ; 55, 000 
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Approximate number of local and visiting boats: 

















Number 

OUR BD CB nce ri pantiggenncuneuncampeimemninnencaibian 110 

Wrider 6 fone 23s Soe a eb id Seeiic JUE. % 

Plonstire. DORA. 2 ho cn sk acess deed lel sisss. 100 

i . 

Weta Lee OL SOL a oh i 300 

Steamer, landings. in.10958 and.1964................-«.--+~~4+-..<+ 910 

SARAATORE SEUNG AR DE BI BI vii ici ise emesis mpenry ecru emnemmnainhaidpuil 150 
Value 

Value of our operating boats and fishing gear_._._.__.--___-__-____- $4, 000, 000 

Verne vr Picgeite Mee. 6 a ee 100, 000 

BOORE WRI 2 2 Ulee he cot UL Le ea 4, 100, 000 

Government boats based at Petersburg permanently : Number 

Ae TE Ilse atin crate cect ean gic henndamenmenatermtyenntiiptaalemana se 1 

ee ee ne enenemndiocammmiianlibianenine 1 

Rey ae ED. IEE Ul nietrneediaenIvacticadinmnoessnsiantnsceeduivessnt-aiuabecnacmimasitieiaenies 1 

I i i SO ee vee eps calindaieh niin pinahebia ieee 8 

eI, CI il a ii nti nines sind bette atone Aine a 150 


The population of Petersburg is about 1,700, and our assessed property value 
is approximately $5 million. Our banking record shows deposits of just under 
$3 million. 

We own our own hydro- and diesel-electric systems, our own waterworks and 
hospital, both of which are new. We are rebuilding our hydroplant, including 
a new dam, which will about double our present hydroelectric power at a cost 
of about $1 million. 

Our new concrete water dam and new pipeline extending into the city, gives 
us a 70-million-gallon water storage and costs were $325,000. 

We have just opened up our new and up-to-date hospital which cost $250,000. 

A program for improvement of our streets, water lines and sewers is now 
ee and will cost around $400,000. This includes the paving of Main 

treet. 

Our new high school completed recently cost $400,000, and in addition to our 
elementary school we have one of the very best gymnasiums in Alaska. 

We have four salmon canneries, 2 shellfish canneries, and 2 good cold-storage 
plants. Good stores, hotel, apartments, marine ways, machine shops, oil sta- 
tions, churches, clubs, other organizations, up-to-date fire department with latest 
equipment consisting of two trucks and a pumper, and a dial system phone just 
installed. 

Our harbor is well protected and one of the very best in Alaska, but we badly 
need additional room init. This harbor is an approved but an unfinished project. 
When it is completed we will put in the necessary floats, which plan is also 
approved by the United States engineers. When completed, the harbor will 
take care of over 500 boats, depending on the size of boats using it. All boat 
conveniences will be installed on the new floats. 

Petersburg is a fishing center, and our boats bring in and we process almost 
all of the various kinds of fish and shellfish caught in the North Pacific waters. 

Our entire economy is based on our boat traffic and our processing plants 
located along our shore line. We have no other economy to turn to, and with- 
out our boats and processing plants, Petersburg would cease to exist. 

It is of the utmost importance to us to have sufficient harbor space of suff- 
cient depth, and the floats and facilities to safely take care of not only our 
own home boats, but the many other fishing and pleasure boats that wish to 
use our harbor. This also includes Government boats that wish to use our 
harbor for safety and those Government boats that are stationed here perma- 
nently. Each of them also have private floats and warehouses in and adjacent to 
our harbor. 

In listing the various things that make Petersburg and how dependent we 
are on boat operation, we earnestly request your assistance in bringing this 
matter before the appropriation committees, the Rivers and Harbors Congress, 
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gad any other parties or organizations that can assist in getting for us the 
yecessary appropriations to finish the project. 

There are about 15 other approved harbor projects in Alaska, which total 
wst for improvement is around $12 million, and this is a very small sum as 
compared to the real good that their improvement will do for Alaska. 

The United States engineers have full details concerning our harbor and all 
other approved harbor projects in Alaska. 

Thanking you for your favorable consideration of our request, we are 

Very truly yours, 
Eart N. OHMER, 
Chairman, Harbor and Navigation. 


Authorized Alaska navigation and flood control projects 


NAVIGATION PROJECTS 


Current 
estimated 
Federal cost 
for comple- 
tion 


Date author- | Benefit- 


Project ized cost ratio 


Craig: Dredging --.-.-- --- a" yes .-| Mar. 2, 1945 .47 $341, 000 
Drv Pass: Channel --- EPs tae-doesd qeinige grtloevndins © ane a aR . 25 1, 471, 335 
Elfin Cove: Deepening entrance and channel__--__- .-| Mar. 2, 1945 . 58 162, 000 
Gastineau Channel: Channel through Gastineau Bar : AO TS URTAS 78 | 1, 010, 000 
Ketchikan: Small boat basin at Bar Point with breakwaters_....| Sept. 3, 1954 . 34 3, 405, 000 
Kodiak: Small boat harbor 27-foot channel... __......_- dee eaten | ee . 37 { 1, Ls | po 
Metlakatla: Breakwater - soakenk a diveodeeas.0 Been ae . 82 383, 000 
Meyers Chuck: Small boat harbor eds Elsi atl cone . 55 123, COO 
Neva Strait: Channel through Whitestone Narrows ....| Sept. 3, 1954 11 232, 000 
Nome: Dredging and extension jetties. --_...._..........-.--.- Aus = oo. \ 2 852, 000 
Pelican: Small boat basin and breakwater___._..____-. ee Sept. 3, 1954 . 87 311, 000 
Petersburg: | 
Enlargement small boat basin thee Jick. Va “eee . 99 227, 000 
MOC ia sisi adn on'ne ” .--| Sept. 3, 1954 2.47 47, 000 
Port Alexander: Channel improvements. -__----- sai eecaan Mar. 2, 1945 |_..- = 97, 000 
Rocky Pass: Removal rocks. ........-......-.--- eee UU . 76 247, 000 
Seldovia: Channe]__. ae , | Mar. 2, 1945 | .43 258, 000 
Seward: Harbor or refuge ; Sept. 3, 1954 | 4.82 | 110, 846 
Sitka | 
Small boat basin, dredging cue .---.--| Mar. 2,1945 2.78 891, 000 
Dredging, J. S. Forest Service Basin_ sai de Sept. 3, 1954 | 1.09 43, 000 
Skagway: Basin and dredging. ..-......... seeacamcelleais ania ediae .| Mar. 2,1954 11.52 46, 000 
Valdez: Breakwaters . 31954 2.8 | 120, 600 
Wrangell Harbor: Dredging and construction of breakwater | | 
north of Shakes Island | Mar. 2, 1945 1. 36 | 520, 000 


Wrangell Narrows: Remaini | 
ON. . waa ey ere (3) 854, 000 








Sih oo te enetrenn terceecbel keer bea x= aeds Silat ptancconinaacawintes 13, 542, 781 


FLOOD-CONTROL PROJECTS 


Gold Creek: Paving bottoms and sides --------- .---| Sept. 3,1954 | 3. 32 $390, 000 
Skagway cadet teaaete July 24, 1946 3.53 768, 000 


Subtotal eonnrce= qeeeceneecnncecnnneelacnennnnpenqeenlanneneenne| 1, 158, 000 





! These benefit-cost ratios have not been recently revised , 
?Some 62 percent of work completed, 
' Project 80 percent completed. 


Note.—1956 budget seeks $35,000 for planning Gold Creek flood-control work, $50,000 for maintenance 
work at Nome, and $30,000 for studies, a total of $115,000. Total estimated costs, navigation and flood- 
contro] projects: 

Navigation ; . Se a ae le 
Flood control ; 1, 158, 000 


Waites ott nien Midindiia pede ae okey GORA ea aed aad AOD eEEe Raa tks ea a 


Nome Harbor completion is in an inactive status. Port Alexander is in an inactive status. 
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BARTLETT STATEMENT 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, with a coastline longer than that 
of the Pacific Coast States the Gulf States, and the Atlantic States combined, 
Alaska is peculiarly dependent upon the sea. Indeed, its chief civilian industry 
is fishing. From the harbors of the coastal communities the fishing craft go oy; 
to take the world’s principal supply of salmon and a very important part of its 
halibut, together with many other food fishes. Proper harbor facilities are oj 
utmost concern to these fishermen and others who live by the sea. 

The building or improvement of a small-boat harbor in Alaska is not an inyest. 
ment that will serve principally or even materially a recreational interest. |; 
will house working craft. It will attract boats that now must go elsewhere for 
adequate shelter. 

We have waited years and years—we have waited far too long—for the build. 
ing of projects authorized by the Congress the construction of which is an urgent 
requirement. Nineteen projects have been authorized since and including 1945 
clearing the way for appropriations for small-boat harbors or for necessary 
dredging works. In addition, two flood-control projects have been approved. 

In my capacity as representative for all sections of Alaska, I am necessarily 
in the position of urging prompt action for all of them. By the special request of 
the city government of Skagway I have already made available for the committee 
statements prepared there and sent by airmail to me here at Washington. The 
flood-control project at Skagway is indeed-a worthy one as you will gather from 
reading these statements. All of the rivers and harbors projects in Alaska are 
estimated to cost something just over $13 million and the flood-control projecrs 
just over $1 million. It is true that the Bureau of the Budget has made no request 
for funds for any single one of these yet I submit to you that in a very proper 
sense the Alaska projects can rightfully be placed in a special category—that 
criteria generally applied by the Bureau of the Budget against construction funds 
for undertakings of this nature should not be directed against Alaska where the 
need is not incidental but instead compelling, and where the expenditure of 
funds by the Federal Government would be so quickly reflected in increased 
business, in community betterment, in saving of property and sometimes in sav- 
ing of life. 


Mr. Bartterr. I will conclude, Mr. Chairman, by saying that Alaska 
has a coastline longer than those of the Pacific coast, the Gulf States, 
and the Atlantic States combined. 

We have here relatively few rivers and harbors projects and flood- 
control projects, the total cost of which would be less than $15 million. 
We live by the sea and years and years have gone by without a single 
appropriation, save one last year, for these essential small-boat har- 
bors in Alaska, because the Bureau of the Budget never approved any 
submission. 

T would like to introduce to you now, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Harold B. 
Say, of the Portland, Oreg., Chamber of Commerce, to appear in behalf 
of Alaska communities. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Say, we will be very glad to hear you. 

Mr. Say. Mr. Chairman, my name is Harold B. Say, I am the 
Washington representative of the Portland, Oreg., Chamber of Com- 
merce and my office is located at 1737 H Street NW. 

Mr. Chairman, my statement will be very brief. I just want to say 
for the Portland Chamber of Commerce that we are highly interested 
in the development of Alaska, all activities. We have a very selfish 
relationship up there, as well as, you might say, an equity interest, if 
you wish to call it that. 

We would like to see the communities, and Petersburg, in particular, 
developed. We take an interest in their small-boat harbor projects, 
a $251,800 item, which has been authorized but again not recommended 
by the Bureau of the Budget. 
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| would like to file a very brief statement in support of what I 
have just said, plus a telegram from the Petersburg Chamber of Com- 
merce on the volume of business in and out of their port, the im- 
portance, in their eyes, of the development of this local boat harbor; 
and along with that, a brief letter from Mr. R. L. Clark, president of 
the Portland Chamber of Commerce on the same subject. 

Mr. Evins. They may be received. 

(The statement, telegram, and letter follow :) 


STATEMENT OF HAROLD B, SAY, MANAGER OF THE WASHINGTON, D. C., OFFICE OF 
THE PORTLAND, OREG., CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


My name is Harold B. Say, manager of the Washington, D. C., office of the 
Partland Chamber of Commerce. 

On this oceasion our chamber in Portland, Oreg., has asked me to appear before 
you to urge that this committee does recommend the needed funds for carrying 
out the Petersburg, Alaska, Harbor project. 

Oregon, Portland in particular, has long been concerned in the development 
of Alaska and its resources. Development of Alaska means more business for 
our community. More business and payrolls also translated in added direct 
revenue returns by taxes. 

The Portland Chamber of Commerce desires to go on record as supporting the 
proposed Petersburg Harbor project which your committee has before it. 

The Petersburg Chamber of Commerce yesterday telegraphed to me some 
data on commerce entering and leaving the port which I would like to introduce 
into the record. 

We do urge thorough consideration of this project. 

(Telegram attached.) 


PETERSBURG, ALASKA, May 2, 1955. 
Harotp Say, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Petersburg Harbor project authorization, House Document 179, 67th Congress ; 
House Document 647, 71lst Congress, 2d session; House Document 260, 76th Con- 
gress, Ist session; 42,000 additional authorized 1952, following figures on in- 
coming and outgoing tonnages 1953 and 1954: Commercial freight—12,750 tons 
canned salmon ; 6,600 tons cold-storage halibut; salmon, sable, shellfish bait, and 
ice, 28,000 tons ; miscellaneous cannery supplies by small boat, 650 tons ; standard 
and Union Oil products, 7,000 tons; approximate number of local and visiting 
boats over 5 tons, 110, under 5 tons, 90; pleasure boats, 100; steamer landings, 
1953-54, 210; mailboat trips, 150; value of operating boats and fishing gear, 
4 million; value of pleasure boats, 100,000. Three Government boats stationed 
here; transient Government boats, 150. 

Thank you for your best efforts before Appropriations Committees. 

PETERSBURG CHAMBER OF COMMERCE. 


PoRTLAND CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Portland 4, Oreg., May 2, 1955. 
Mr. HARoLp B. Say, 
Manager, Portland Chamber of Commerce, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Say: As you know, the Alaska committee of the Portland Chamber of 
Commerce has just sponsored and concluded its seventh annual trade tour to 
Alaska. 

Seventeen Portland businessmen made this tour which covered all of the 
principal business centers in western and southeastern Alaska, leaving Portland 
on April 6 and returning to Portland on April 20. 

_ Petersburg, Alaska, was included in the tour group’s itinerary, and each time 
in recent years that this community has been visited by our tour groups, our 
people have returned and have spoken enthusiastically about the Petersburg 
area as having a particularly bright industrial future. 

; Petersburg is one of the Territory's important fishing, canning, and processed- 
food centers. Large deposits of peat and one of the best protected harbors in the 
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territory are two of its features which should attract capital seeking sound jp. 
vestment prospects. Commercial stands of spruce and hemlock offer rich op- 
portunities for pulp milling. One of the principal deterrents for these industries 
at the present time is the lack of adequate channel and harbor facilities. 

Members of our Alaska tour this year have impressed upon me the urgency 
of adequate harbor facilities for Petersburg if the city is to continue to progress 
in relation to its vast resources which are available for development. There are 
3 salmon canneries, 2 large cold-storage plants, and 2 shellfish operations. The 
population of Vetersburg today exceeds 1,600 and with the development of jts 
potential pulp and plywood industries could easily double or triple its popula. 
tion in the next decade. 

The relatively small amount of money required by the United States Corps of 
Engineers for widening and deepening its present channel and harbor seenis yery 
modest in relation to the great amount of good to be derived from this areg 
through the development of its natural resources. We in the Portland Chamber 
of Commerce ask you to appear before the Public Works Subcommittees of the 
House and Senate and urge them to recommend that an appropriation be jp. 
cluded in the amount of $251,800 which we understand will permit the United 
States Corps of Engineers to complete the recommended project for the Peters. 
burg Harbor which would give them an adequate channel and harbor. 

Sincerely yours, 
R. L. CLARK, President. 


SMALL-BOAT BASIN, KETCHIKAN, ALASKA 


Mr. Bartietr. Next, Mr. Chairman, I would like you to hear Mr. 
W. K. Boardman, of Ketchikan, Alaska. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Boardman, the committee will be glad to hear you 
at this time. 

Mr. BoarpMan. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is W. K. Boardman, manager of the Ketchikan, Alaska, Chan- 
ber of Commerce. 

I would like to say first, Mr. Chairman, that I wish to thank you 
for the opportunity of appearing before your subcommittee, and I 
have attached a summary statement which covers the situation as we 
see it. 

I represent the community of Ketchikan in the capacity of a group 
which is interested in fishing, union and commercial groups, which 
subscribed to the so-called program to send me back here. 

Ketchikan is described as more or less the salmon capital of the 
world. We have six salmon canneries within our local limits. We 
have three large cold-storage plants and Alaska’s largest sawmill. 

This is the port of entry into the Territory and the port of depar- 
ture when you leave the Territory for the Puget Sound area. We 
are subjected to a tremendous flow of transients and marine traffic 
throuch that port, particularly during the halibut and salmon season. 
They come up there and fan out all over the Alaskan fishing grounds. 

Last year the new $60 million sawmill was completed at Ketchikan, 
the first one in Alaska. It is employing about a thousand men in 
the mill and in the logging operations throughout the area. The 
$60 million investment was entirely privately subscribed, financed 
through bond issues of four life-insurance companies and the equity 
capital was put up by two corporations. It has an annual payroll of 
about $7 million; it uses boats entirely for logging operations. They 
are located on an island separate from the logging operations and 
thev have to tow the logs in and have to supply the entire arrange- 
ment with boat operations. 
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We have a registered fleet in Ketchikan of more than 2,000 boats 
of every description. We have more than 1,000 on the city assess- 
ment rolls. There are more than 1,500, we estimate, actually living 
there and operating out of that port alone. 

Delegate Bartlett has already touched upon a point that completely 
delineates our problem from those found earlier in the United States. 
We have only one source of supply in our area, and that is from 
marine traffic, over the coastal region of southeastern Alaska and on 
out toward the western end. Our community is located on isolated 
and separate areas and we have absolutely no access to highways or 
railroads of any type. . . 

The help that the Government of the United States gave in the 
development of some of the original land grants to railroads and 
highway systems can only be paralleled in our area by helping develop 
this type of effort. ‘That is the only type of thing we can use to 
develop our communities, to take care of the existing needs we have in 
that respect. 

We naturally do have this suggestion, that we suffer a great deal of 
damage annually, due to improper facilities, the productive fisheries 
and the timber resources that are in the area. The largest force of 
the segment of the fleet can go south for wintering purposes and cuts 
down on our fishing activities to that extent. 

Our particular project has a very favorable—at least a favorable 
benefit-cost ratio. The Army engineers originally came up with a 
ratio that was developed, of course, before this development; a com- 
plete survey has been made before this new $60 million sawmill was 
built, and the benefits have been augmented since that time, although 
it is not reffected in their figures. 

In summary, Mr. Chairman, I can state that the engineers have 
recommended this project, and it was authorized by the last Congress 
in the amount of $2,947,000. 

Ilowever, the engineers did feel that one segment of the breakwater 
could be diverted temporarily, or perhaps permanently, and that 
would reduce the initial cost to $1,900,000. 

We can only appeal to you gentlemen and we do certainly appre- 
ciate the privilege of appearing before you. 

Mr. Bartlett has done a wonderful job on our behalf up there; how- 
ever, we have an active voting representation and I certainly appre- 
ciate the opportunity of being before your committee this morning. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Boardman. I am sure that all of the 
colleagues of Representative Bartlett will concur in the statement you 
have just made, that regardless of party lines, he is doing a wonderful 
job for the people whom he represents. We are certainly glad to give 
testimony to that effect. However, I can say for all of us that we like 
for the people from our areas to come down and give us support now 
and then. 

Now, are the funds you are requesting identical with the amount of 
funds which the Bureau of the Budget has requested, or what the 
Corps of Engineers suggested 

Mr. BoarpMaN. It is identical with the original amount authorized 
by the last omnibus bill of the Congress, in the last session. I am not 
sure of your question with reference to the Bureau of the Budget. The 
project has not been recommended by the Bureau of the Budget. 
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Mr. Evins. Your testimony was directed solely to the Ketchikay 
project, Mr. Boardman? 

r. BoarpMan. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

Here are some pictures, Mr. Chairman, of the harbor presently ey. 
isting; this shows -the boat basin which was originally designed to 
accommodate 300 boats, and we have upward of 1,500 using the boat 
basin. You can see the crowded conditions which present a fire 
hazard and a damage hazard. 

Mr. Evins. The picture certainly depicts a crowded situation, 

Mr. BoarpMan. Mr. Chairman, I would like to say just a word iy 
behalf of the Skagway problem. Mr. Bartlett has already presented 
it very briefly. They do have a small dredging program, and they 
are pleading here for an amount of about $45,000. The situation at 
Skagway is right at the head of the canal here, in southeastern Alaska, 
which is the focal point of this tremendous potential Alcoa aluminum 
project, which is the counterpart of the one down in British Columbia, 
south of Ketchikan. The community is really sitting on a powder keg 
up there if that situation ever develops. 

This is a dredging situation which is a small one, and they have a 
dike situation over here on the river which flows alongside the town, 
and it is really needed; it parallels the airport, and I would like to 
enter this plea on behalf of their project at this time. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Boardman. 

Mr. Hanp. Mr. Boardman, these pictures are interesting; they show 
the extremely crowded conditions in certain sections of the harbor and, 
apparently, at some points within the harbor. 

How much water do you have in the harbor; how many acres 
approximately ¢ 

Mr. BoarpMan. I would say about 8 to 10 acres in that area. It was 
built 25 years ago. 

Mr. Hanp. In the whole harbor ? 

Mr. BoarpMan. I would guess about that, yes. It may look larger 
than that, if my eyes deceive me. I moved from a corn-growing area 
in Iowa, to a salmon area. 

Mr. Hanp. You mentioned something about a proposed reduction 
in cost, by the elimination of some ofthat work; what was that? 

Mr. BoarpMan. We have got a situation where, from the southeast, 
we get heavy storms in that area. 

The other jetty they eliminate would guard against the so-called 
northwestern, which we have never had and there is a 450-foot area 
that they propose to take out, and it would be a very sensible thing to 
do in my opinion, 

Mr. Hann. That would reduce the cost how much ? 

Mr. BoarpMan. About 1 million. 

Mr. Hanp. And it would leave the cost estimated at about what! 

Mr. Boarpman. $1,900,000. 

Mr. Hann. $1.9 million? 

Mr. BoarpMan. Yes. 

Mr. Hanp. There is just one other thing that I want you to clear 
up. You were talking about 22,000 boats? 

Mr. BoarpMan, 2,100. 

Mr. Hanp. 2,100? 

Mr. BoarpMaN. Yes. 
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Mr. Hanp. And you said there were 1,000 on your rolls. 

Mr. BoarpMan. That is, on the city assessment rolls, within the 
corporate limits of the city. There are two sources of registry, the 
Coast Guard and the Customs. We have 2,100 boats in Ketchikan 
registered in the Customs and in the Coast Guard registry. 

Mr. Hanp. In Ketchikan alone? 

Mr. BoarpMAN. Yes. 

Mr. Hanp. Are these boats primarily engaged in fishing? 

Mr. BoarpMAN. Entirely. 

Mr. Hanp. Entirely in fishing? 

Mr. BoarpMan. Fishing, plus supply operations. 

Mr. Hanp. Do you have an estimate as to the annual catch of fish 
of boats. using the Ketchikan port of entry / 

Mr. BoarpMANn. The salmon pack will run from probably 300,000 
cases up to better than a million and a quarter, at the peak period; 
at $20,000, depending upon the market, it would run from 12 to 25 
million dollars, for the salmon pack. 

Of course, there is a big halibut processing there too, the halibut 
pack. They put up usually around 55 million pounds a year; jointly, 
we try to get about 6 million in the plant there. 

Mr. Hanp. What is the purpose of this? Is that for protection 
within the harbor? 

Mr. BoarpMaN. No; that is for protection of the breakwater; that. 
is the sole breakwater harbor protection we have. 

Mr. Hann. What is that I see beyond? Is that the open sea? 

Mr. BoarpMAn. That is a narrow channel. There are ocean steam- 
ers that come in and continue on up north to Wrangell and Juneau. 
That is the network of confined waterways in southeastern Alaska. 
We are on an island village, as you know. It is about 140 miles around 
it. 

Mr. Evins. One further observation: When you testify for the de- 
velopment of the boat harbor in Alaska, you are not submitting state- 
ments in support of a recreational harbor; it is for commercial and 
industrial use ? 

Mr. BoarpmMan. Absolutely; there are no recreational aspects about 
it. There is a small fleet of recreational boats there, but that is the 
whole economy in that area—fishing and timber resources. 

Mr. Evins. But you emphasize that it is not recreational, or a hobby 
for the people there, but it is for commerce and industry ? 

Mr. BoarpMan. Strictly commerce. 

Mr. Bartierr. Mr. Chairman, if you will permit, in my prepared 
statement, which I did not want to take the time of the committee to 
read, I emphasized that is true likewise for every last one of these 
coast of Alaska projects; all of these are commercial type projects. 

Mr. Hanp. Mr. Chairman, I will say to you and our friend, the 
Delegate from Alaska, that I do not want you to cry down the value 
of recreation too much, because, in my State, recreation is a billion- 
dollar industry. 

Mr. Evins. Of course, I was not intending to cry down on it at all, 
Mr. Hand, but there has been some testimony before the committee 
heretofore concerning the development of small-boat recreational! 
harbors; and I want to point out for the record that I understand that 
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this is not just a small-boat recreational harbor, but, as the last gen. 
tleman here indicated, that area was intended for commercial use, 
' Mr. BoarpmMan. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Evins. With no idea of minimizing the importance of recreg- 
tional developments of small-boat harbors and other places. 

Mr. Hanp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. BoarpMan. Mr. Chairman, I do have the original letter from 
the president of the Ketchikan Pulp Co. which I would like to present 
for the record. 

Mr. Evins. It may be made a part of the record. 

(The letter referred to follows :) 


KETCHIKAN PULP Co., 
Bellingham, Wash., March 14, 1955, 
To the Chairman and Members, Subcommittee on Public Works, 
Senate Appropriations Committee, Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: The 83d Congress authorized the Bar Point Harbor project at 
Ketchikan, Alaska, in the amount of $2,947,000 but appropriated no funds for 
its construction. The need for the project, as we see it, centers around the fol- 
lowing facts. 

Our organization, whieb-was formed as a joint venture by the American Viscose 
Corp. of Philadelphia and the Pudget Sound Pulp & Timber Co. of Bellingham, 
has invested a total of $59 million in the plant and logging facilities at Ketchikan 
and its immediate area. This investment was furnished by private capital 
sources and as a resu't we have created a facility producing new wealth out of 
what was heretofore unused timber wilderness. We have created, directly and 
indirectly, approximately 1,000 new outlets for employment in Alaska that before 
were nonexistent. Ours, we believe, is the largest single private industrial de- 
velopment, both from the standpoint of capital invested and employment created, 
that has ever been estublished in Alaska. We might add that the pioneering 
problems encountered from the inception have been great and that new and 
serious ones are continually being encountered. 

We are doing business with some 32 logging operators in the immediate Ketch- 
ikan area, all of whom use or depend on boats and vessels of one description or 
another in their operations and who use the port of Ketchikan as their central 
supply point.. We understand there were only about five such operators in the 
Ketchikan area prior to the time we commenced operations. Logging in the 
area is a marine operation and involves the extensive use of boats including the 
general classifications of camp tenders, boom boats, supply boats, and towboats. 
The logging camps are all located on islands. separated by water from our mill 
at Ketchikan. 

Harbor facilities in Ketchikan to accommodate this new fleet of vessels 
resulting from our operation are practically nonexistent. 

There is at present a small-boat basin in Ketchikan capable of handling ‘about 
300 small vessels. However, Ketchikan is commonly referred to as the salmon 
capital of the world and has 5 salmon canneries within its corporate limits as 
well as 3 large fish-processing cold storage plants and many other businesses 
nsing marine vessels in their operations. The largest lumber mill in Alaska is 
located at Ketchikan and there are many other salmon canneries in the immediate 
area that are serviced out of the community. There are more than 2,000 vessels 
of all descrintions of Ketchikan registry and we are informed the assessment 
rolls of the city itself show that more than 1,000 boats are owned by individuals 
and firms within the corporate limits of the city. Ketchikan is also the first 
port of entry on entering Alaska and the port of departure is also Ketchikan when 
leaving Alaska for marine traffic plying between Puget Sound and Alaska using 
the nrotected Inside Passage and as such is subjected to a terriffic burden of 
transient traffic, particularly during the periods when the halibut and salmon 
seining seasons are onen in the Territory and its adjacent waters. 

All of these factors combine to make it imperative that the Bar Point Harbor 
be constructed at Ketchikan to accommodate the overflow of vessels that cannot 
now obtain adequate and protected mooring facilities. The harbor as designed 
would accommodate 500 vessels of all descriptions and can be further expanded 
in capacity at a later date if needed. The cost of the project is too great for 
focal financing and Territorial financing is out of the question, we understand, 
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pecause of very limited funds and the large number of other similar harbor 
projects that have been authorized in the Territory by Congress. 

We consider the Bar Point Harbor project necessary because it will assist in 
increasing the productiveness of the timber resources in the Ketchikan area by 
providinng the necessary protected port facilities not now available for the fleet 
of vessels used in the overall local logging effort. Our stake in the Ketchikan 
area of Alaska is great and, as pointed out previously, we have created import- 
ant new payrolls and wealth in what was heretofore a wilderness and have done 
it entirely with private financing. We trust that it is not out of line to suggest 
that a partial assist from the Federal Government in the form of continuing its 
historic role of providing harbor developments at key seaports points is in order. 
Ketchikan, in our ‘estimation, falls within this category and we urge that the 
Congress appropriate the amount authorized by the 83d Congress for the con- 
struction of the Bar Point Harbor. 

Respectfully submitted, 

LAWSON TuRcOTTE, President. 


KODIAK SMALL-BOAT BASIN 


Mr. Bartierr. Mr. Chairman, our next witness is Mr. M. C. Coon, 
vice president of the Chamber of Commerce of Kodiak. I would 
like the record to show that Mrs. Coon is in town with her husband 
and is so interested in this matter that she came over here to hear the 
testimony, from Virginia. 

Mr. Evins. The committee will be glad to hear you, Mr. Coon. 

Mr. Coon. Mr. Chairman, my name is Merrill Coon, Post Office 
Box A-500, Kodiak, Alaska. 

First, I want to thank the committee for its kind indulgence. 

Kodiak, Alaska, is located at the northeast end of Kodiak Island 
in the North Pacific. 

The United States naval base, or the 17th Naval District, is located 
upproximately 6 miles west of the town of Kodiak, at Womans Bay. 
Kodiak was founded in 1793 and is one of the oldest towns on the 
Pacific coast. It was basically a fishing village, with its basic economy 
being products from the sea. 

I will not reiterate, Mr. Chairman, what Mr. Boardman has said, 
but I would like to bring out one point, so far as we are concerned. 
The channel project for which moneys were appropriated last year 
and being completed this year is not the same as the small-boat basin 
which we are requesting money for now. It is a project, a haven for 
small-boat anchorage, and as Mr. Boardman has said, boats to us 
are what the railroads were to the States in the early days. Most of 
our travel is by boat. We are on an island, and our economy is based 
on fishing boats. 

_ Now, just to bring out a few points: We have developed a fishing 
industry called the king crab. In 1950, there were about 64,882 pounds. 

In 1951, it was 191,161 pounds; in 1952, 538,115 pounds; in 1953, 
517,397, and in 1954, 3,264,204 pounds. 

Now, the fishermen, beginning with 1954, were 5; second year, 86; 
third year, 66; fourth year, 129, and the fifth year, 170. 

The number of cannery workers were 89 in 1954; the cannery pay- 
roll was $181,586; the capital investment in the canneries, $350,000: 
the number of boats engaged, 60; and the capital value of the boats, 
$840,000, and, as I said, the number of fishermen, 170; and the value 
of the 1954 pack was $975,795. 

Mr. Hanpb. Are you talking about the king crab? 

Mr. Coon. Yes. 
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The fishermen right now are studying the scallops and shrimp 
They have brought in a considerable amount. 

We in Kodiak have a cold-storage plant that was started and, with 
the development of a small-boat harbor, everything is going to inter. 
lock; there is going to be more boats there engaged in fishing for 
scallops, shrimp, crab, plus our other industries which work in salmon, 

We are going to try to create more stable employment. In summer. 
time we have fishing for salmon, which will be in July and August, 
If we had this facility there, the boys could go out and fish from this 
harbor, fish for halibut. This is a small-boat harbor. It stays right 
there in Kodiak. We have some facilities, decent facilities, for them, 
but there have been thousands of dollars spent every year because of 
boats being damaged at the dock, rubbing up against each other, 
breaking up their guard rails on the boats. 

Mr. Evins. You may have the privilege of including your entire 
statement in the record if you wish, Mr. Coon. 

Mr. Coon. Thank you. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT SUBMITTED BY M. C. COON RELATING TO THE Koprak SMALL-Boat 
BasIn AT KopiakK, ALASKA 


The people of Kodiak have been endeavering for-many, many years to secure 
a small-boat harbor, a haven for approximately 200 boats. A great deal has been 
accomplished toward its ultimate realization, but the fact remains that the 
project is not completed. 

Kodiak, Alaska, is located at the northeast end ef Kodiak Island, in the 
North Pacific. 

The United States naval base, or the 17th Naval District, is located approvxi- 
mately 6 miles west of the town of Kodiak, at Womans Bay. 

Kodiak was founded in 1793 and is one of the oldest towns on the Pacific 
coast. It was basically a fishing village, with its basic economy being products 
from the sea. 

Before the establishment of the United States naval base at Kodiak, Alaska, 
the population of the town was approximately 500 people. Since the construction 
of the naval base the population is between 1,500 and 2,000 people. The personnel 
at the base, both military and civilian, is between 2,500 and 3,000 persons. 

The northern part of Kodiak Island has come timber—poor quality spruce— 
but the island abounds in good grass for grazing of cattle and sheep. 

Our annual rainfall is approximately 64 inches, and our weather in general is 
moderate. Kodiak is south of Juneau, Alaska, and affected by the Japanese 
Current. 

Kodiak Island is centrally located in a fishing area, salmon, halibut, crab, 
shrimp, scallops, and bottom fish. The Kodiak Island area has never been known 
to have had a salmon or halibut fishing season failure. 

There are many economic and other justifications for a small-boat harbor at 
Kodiak. To keep this statement, or brief, from going into lengthy dissertation, 
1 shall make brief mention of the principal ones: 

1. Kodiak has no harbor protection for small boats. Thousands of dollars are 
spent each year for repairs for lack of protection. 

2. Boats have been destroyed, or have lost a season, because of damages. 

3. Kodiak is immediately adjacent to the principal halibut banks. 

4. Kodiak has never experienced a fishing season failure. 

5. Kodiak Ice & Cold Storage has partially constructed a cold-storage plant. 

6. Kodiak has established and is expanding crab fishing. 

7. Kodiak is the only city in Alaska with a population over 1,000 that is with- 
out a protected anchorage. 

8. More boatowners would establish their residence at Kodiak if there were 
adequate facilities. 

9. Cattle raising will increase. There have been several cattlemen from the 
States who have been impressed. 

10. Maintenance and operating costs would decrease: insurance rates should 
be affected. 
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11. A more year-round employment will be established. 

12, Boats have left Kodiak because of poor facilities. 

13. A small-boat harbor would create new businesses—marine ways, repair, 
and machine shops, you-rent-a-boat. 

14. We lack roads, harbor facilities; would encourage more boating, thereby 
building morale for both military and civilian. 

15. At the start of the last war small boats in Kodiak were requisitioned for 
partial duty. Having a small-boat harbor would have made available more de- 
sirable types of boats. 

The city council of the city of Kodiak has made reaffirming assurance through 
its resolution No. 14-54, dated 13th day of September 1954 (copy attached). 

The benefit cost ratio is 1.37. 

Listed below are some interesting figures as far as our king-crab industry is 
concerned : 


Pounds 
round Fishermen 
weight 








1950 ! : . 64, 882 | 
1951. | 199, 161 

1952... = ses $e ~ Teer er 538, 115 | 66 
1953. - - wie cathe siti ; die iknpusal 817, 397 | 129 
1954... . . phehes i 3, 264, 204 170 


| 


!Compiled by Alaska Department of Fisheries, period Jan. 1 to Nov. 30, 1954. Does not include Wake- 
field Canneries whose production is estimated at 200,000 and does not include floating freezer ships operating 
in Kodiak waters. 


Kodiak District, king-crab industry, 1954 


Number of cannery workers saa =: 89 
Cannery payroll i ete a sais ee a apse eee” 
Capital investment (canneries) __ = sd ect nied abeg cies 
Number of boats.....—.... a co Z ae oer 60 
Capital value of boats__ cas ea aac) Sek Bee Pete k ee 
Number of fishermen Sai 170 
Value of 1954 pack Pats .___. 975, 795 


Wakefield Cannery and offshore floating freezer ships excluded. 

The above figures were secured from a joint statement by the city of Kodiak, 
and Kodiak Chamber of Commerce, to the United States Tariff Commission, 
December 4, 1954. 

We wish to bring to the committee’s attention that the channel project, Docu- 
nent No. 382, 76th Congress, 1st session, was to improve navigation for large 
boats, and moneys were appropriated last year. Contracts have been issued and 
work is to be completed July 15, 1955. 

The small-boat harbor project is Document No. 465 of the 83d Congress, the 
project for which we are now requesting moneys. It is an anchorage haven for 
small fishing boats. 

Kodiak is not a rich town, but its possibilities are very favorable. As stated 
before, the basic economy is wholly from the products of the sea; it is only 
logical that we strive to lend our efforts to protect the tools, that is boats, by 
which fish products are extracted from the sea. 

Kodiak has been incorporated only a short time. Our problems have been 
hany, and we are trying to solve them the American way. 

The city’s main street is now paved. There are street lights practically 
throughout, and we have parking meters. 

We in Kodiak, and I am sure towns through out Alaska, are grateful for the 
help given by Public Works. Our sewer and water system, and new schools, 
should be completed this year. We have a splendid electric system. These 
utilities are the most vital to any community. 

We earnestly solicit your favorable recommendation for appropriations of 
uoneys to start construction of a small-boat harbor, or enough moneys for 
complete construction of our smatll-boat harbor. 

The estimated cost per Document No. 465, 83d Congress is $1,685,000. 
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Crry or Koptak, Kopiak, ALASKA, RESOLUTION No. 4-55 


“A resolution of the city council of the city of Kodiak, Alaska, reaffirming that 
local interest will provide a public landing and other facilities in the Kodiak 
small-boat harbor and petitioning the district engineer, division engineer 
Chief of Fngineers and Secretary of the Army to approve and support an 
appropriation of funds for the construction of the Kodiak small-boat harbor.” 


Whereas the 83d Congress of the United States has enacted, and the President 
of the United States approved, an omnibus river and harbor bill, which author. 
izes, among others, a small-boat harbor project at Kodiak, Alaska ; and 

Whereas it is necessary for local interests to furnish assurances satisfactory 
to the Secretary of the Army that they will: (@) provide without cost to the 
United States all lands, easements, and rights-of-way, including quarry rights, 
necessary for the initial work and for subsequent maintenance when and as 
required; (b) perform the maintenance dredging necessary to insure project 
depths at all times; (c) construct, maintain, and operate adequate mooring 
facilities and utilities including a public landing with suitable supply facilities, 
open to all on equal terms; and (d) hold and save the United States free from 
damages due to the construction and maintenance of the project; and 

Whereas the lack of a protected anchorage causes undue damage to fishing 
and other craft and retards fisheries development in this area: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved by the city council, That the city of Kodiak reaffirm its previous as- 
surance to the Secretary of the Army that the city of Kodiak will: (@) provide 
without cost to the United States all lands, easements, and rights-of-way, includ- 
ing quarry rights, necessary for the initial work and for subsequent maintenance 
when and as required ; (b) perform the maintenance dredging necessary to insure 
project depths at all times; (c) construct, maintain, and operate adequate mor- 
ing facilities and utilities including a public landing with suitable supply facili- 
ties, open to all on equal terms; and (d) hold and save the United States free 
from damages due to the construction and maintenance of the project: Be it 
further 

Resolved, That the city council of the city of Kodiak does hereby petition the 
district engineer, Alaska District, United States Army, to include in the current 
budget estimates a request for an appropriation of funds for the construction of 
the Kodiak small-boat harbor; and that the division engineer, United States 
Army, Chief of Engineers, United States Army, and the Secretary of the Army 
are hereby urged to approve and support a request for construction funds. 

Passed by the city council of the city of Kodiak and approved by its acting 
mayor this 29th day of April 1955. 

WILTON WHirtr, Acting Mayor. 

Attest: 

[SEAL] RicHArp G. Bere, Clerk-Treasurer 


SMALL BOAT BASIN, SITKA, ALASKA 


Mr. Bartierr. Our next witness, Mr. Chairman, is Mr. Van Horn, 
president of the Sitka Chamber of Commerce, a man of great wisdom, 
as I shal] demonstrate by noting that after obtaining a degree in politi- 
cal science from the University of Oregon he became a dairyman in 
Sitka instead of entering politics. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Van Horn, you may proceed. 

Mr. Van Horn. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I have a prepared statement which I will not read, because eof the 
pressure of time. I want to touch very briefly upon some of the things 
contained in this three-page statement. 

Sitka is located on the west coast, 998 miles from the northern 
boundary. Here is a picture showing the entire Sitka Harbor as it 
now stands fastientiont. 

We are requesting funds for completion of the Corps of Engineers’ 
project which is authorized by the 79th Congress in 1945, and at that 
time the estimated cost was $385,000. The cost is now $891,000, with 
a benefit-to-cost ratio of 2.78 to 1. 
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Sitka, like Skagway, Kodiak, and some of the other small towns, 
is almost entirely dependent upon the fishing industry. We have a 
sawmill in Sitka but it has been closed down for the last 2 years because 
it could not operate at a prone That forces us to depend almost en- 
tirely upon the fishing industry for our income. 

This is a picture of the 320-foot section which broke loose last year 
during an easterly storm, and took 20 boats out with it, and the Coast 
Guard could not do very much about it, because it is a narrow channel. 
The fishermen did manage to save their boats; they had to cut the lines, 
put they had difficulty, and there was a good deal of damage suffered 
from it. 

Since that time the floats have been restored with aid from the 
Territory. 

This final picture is a picture during the storm, right afterwards, 
with all the boats in port. 

As to the acreage, and the part of the storage area, there are about 
3 acres; this was figured before I came there. This shows where the 
boats are [indicating]. 

We are asking for a 13-acre harbor, around on the other side of 
Sitka. It would accommodate up to 500 boats. Sitka has had 500 
to 1,000 boats operating out of this harbor. They do come up from 
Ketchikan, as you have been told, but they fish immediately off the 
coast; Sitka is the only deepwater port on the immediate coast that 
can serve these vessels. 

Our fresh fish pack last year was 4 million pounds. That was put up 
by one cold-storage plant. We have 2 canneries, 1 large and 1 small 
cannery, operating out of this area. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Van Horn, are these crabs pictured here caught 
with small fisherman boats ¢ 

Mr. Van Horn. They range, when the halibut fleet is in, up to the 
large boats. Most of them in there are the small trawling boats. 

Mr. Evins. Does any deep-draft vessels come in to Sitka Harbor? 

Mr. Van Hor.n Oh, yes; steamship lines come in there. 

Mr. Evins. I just wondered whether the harbor had facilities for 
deep draft vessels. 

Mr. Van Horn. Yes; the harbor is 22 to 30 feet deep; the channel 
itself, so it will take care of ships; it runs from 20 feet on up to 7 
feet near the shore. 

Mr. Evins. Where do most of the large commercial liners dock in 
that port ? 

Mr. Van Horn. That is shown in the first picture there at a place 
called Conway Dock, right in the middle of the harbor. The vessels, 
when they are in there, block off a portion of the area, the place where 
the other boats, the small fishing boats, are based. 

Mr. Evins. How much funds are you requesting to repair and com- 
plete the harbor that has been damaged ? 

Mr. Van Horn. We are not asking funds for repair at the harbor; 
the amount of $891,000, as of March 1, 1955, this year, is to dredge 
an area completely different from this area, around on the other 
side of the point. 

Mr. Evins. The portion that was destroyed at this point. has been 
restored ? 
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Mr. Van Horn. That has been replaced by the city and the Teryj. 
tory, but we are asking to build a new one, which requires a breakwater 
and dredging. 

Mr. JensEN. Is there an item in the budget for this project? 

Mr. Van Horn. I do not believe so. I would just like to add that] 
have been a fisherman up there, myself, and have some idea what 
occurs when a storm is blowing in destruction of boats. 

Mr. Jensen. Have you approached the Bureau of the Budget to 
get their approval of this request, or their position on this request! 

Mr. Van Horn. I have not. 

Mr. Barrierr. Yes. The situation is this, Mr. Jensen: When the 
submission was made, none of these projects there was within the 
criteria which the Bureau of the Budget established, and these gentle- 
men all knew that; they came down from Alaska in order to come 
before you and make their appeal, because they felt the special cir- 
cumstances were such that the budget could not have taken then 
into consideration at the time it passed on the matter. 

Mr. Evins. In other words, the criteria established by the Bureau 
of the Budget was so difficult that even the Corps of Engineers could 
not. get it within the budget ? 

Mr. Bartrierr. They were specifically prohibited, as I understand 
it, from submitting any of these projects at all. 

Mr. Jensen. How much is the local interest ready and willing to 
spend on this project ? 

Mr. Van Horn. Sitka has passed a $62,000 bond issue, which they 
have never exercised, because they have never had a correct start; 
they are ready to start the harbor. 

Mr. JENSEN. Do you have a harbor charge for these fishing vessels’ 

Mr. Van Horn. At the present time, no. 

Mr. Jensen. Whv? 

Mr. Van Horn. We do not have a very good harbor and they just 
would not pay it; they would go south to other ports; that is where 
a lot of them spend their time. 

Mr. Jensen. They are making their living there, are they not? 

Mr. Van Horn. Some of them; yes. A large percentage of our 
fishermen are native fishermen, Mr. Jensen. 

Mr. JensEN. I have always taken the position that we would like 
to see good faith exercised by the people who are benefited by Federal 
appropriations before the Congress goes all out on appropriations. 
We take that into consideration in pr ojects in the United States. We 
realize of course that Alaska is in a different category, but in our States 
and municipalities on the mainland, because they are different, the 
Congress, as a consequence, appropriates money when contributions are 
made. 

T am not sure that it might not be well, in order to get congressional 
approval of this project, as well as the other projects in Alaska, that 
it would not be well to tell the people that they should do whatever 
they can with their own funds. Now, maybe that. is not good smart 
politics for me to point that out, but I think it is good business and 
good advice. 

Mr. Van Horn. Mav T ask you a question, Mr. Jensen ? 

Mr. JENSEN. Certainly. 
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Mr. VAN Horn. You mean to say that we should start working 
on this harbor with our own money ? 

Mr. JENSEN. You should show good faith by an appropriation, or 

by expenditure, financed by your own people, in order to prove to 
the Members of Congress that you liave done as much as you can: for 
yourselves. 
” | think Mr. Bartlett will tell you that makes a pretty good case in 
the eyes of the Congress when a people, regardless of what political 
subdivision they are in, in the United States or Alaska, if the people 
are inclined to want things bad enough to spend their own dollars 
for the things for which they are asking the Congress to appropriate 
money ; it shows good faith. 

Mr. BaRrTLeETrT. “May I just add something there, Mr. Jensen / 

Mr. Jensen. Certainly. 

Mr. Bartuerr. I would like to say that these Alaska projects are 
authorized in exactly the same way, as I understand it, as every other 
project in the United States, and ‘the Corps of Engineers decides on 
certain costs for the local community. And every community in 
Alaska is prepared to assume its burden of the local cost when it is 
decided to go #head with the project. 

Mr. JENSEN. Are you talking now about municipal improvements 
or are you talking about all programs ? 

Mr. Barrierr. I am talking about these specific projects, rivers and 
harbors. 

Mr. JENSEN. Harbor projects ? 

Mr. Bartierr. Harbor projects; yes. 

Incidentally, I might say, on another subject, Mr. Jensen, that the 
gas tax was raised to 5 cents. 

Mr. JENSEN. I think that was smart. I think the Congress, as you 
recall, appropriates money for roads in Alaska, even more liberally 
than we have for other areas, and I think you have done a pretty good 
thing. 

Mr. Barrierr. The increase was substantial; of that there is no 
doubt. 

Mr. JENSEN. I went to Alaska in 1945, and of course there is a dif- 
ference between the Territory there now and then; but I am, of course, 
interested, very deeply interested, and I know there have been a great 
many changes. 

I am not saying, of course, that I would oppose the harbor improve- 
ment at this point at all, and I think I have proven, beyond a ques- 
tion of doubt, that there is a warm spot in my heart for Alaska. 
I have helped to appropriate many hundreds of millions of dollars 
for Alaska in the past—many hundreds of millions of dollars. 

Mr. Bartiterr. And I am happy to acknowledge that. 

Mr. Hanp. What is the estimated cost of building this new harbor? 

Mr. Van Horn. $891,000. 

Mr. Hanp. $891,000. What is the present population of Sitka? 

Mr. Van Horn. 4,000. 

Mr. Hann. 4,000. 

Mr. Van Horn. Yes. 

Mr, Evins. I want to add one further statement. 

I want tosay that while the Bureau of the Budget has not approved 
funds for the projects requested, it has been testified here by Delegate 
Bartlett and others, and Mr. Van Horn, who is now testifying, that 
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when the storm there destroyed the vessels and the local harbor, tha 
the local people and the Territory and government, rebuilt and yp. 
paired it, using their own funds for that purpose and no funds are 
requested for that. 

I think they have demonstrated a capacity to do work of this nature, 
and it is the essence of democracy that these people should come to 
Washington before the Appropriations Committee and ask for funds 
for these great developments, even though the Bureau of the Budget 
has seen fit not to approve them. 

I think they have demonstrated their local initiative and their 
capacity to do things on their own at the local government level. | 
think it is certainly proper and appropriate for them to come before 
the Appropriations Committee and express their views. 

Mr. Bartiert. Thank you. 


Wepnespay, May 4, 1955. 
GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS AND Harpor Progects, Terrrrory or Hawan 


WITNESS 


HON. (MRS.) JOSEPH R. FARRINGTON, A DELEGATE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE TERRITORY OF HAWAII 


Mr. Evins. Our next witness is our colleague from Hawaii, Mrs. 
Farrington. 

We will be pleased to hear you, Mrs. Farrington. 

Mrs. Farrtneton. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the 
committee. 

Mr. Evins. You are a very fine Delegate and you succeeded a very 
fine Delegate. 

Mrs. Farrineton. I want to thank you for this opportunity to be 
heard this morning. 

I have two statements that I would like to make in support of cer- 
tain items pertaining to the budget for Hawaii. 

The first statement will be in regard to the investigation program 
in the Territory of Hawaii, which comes under the general investi- 
gative activities of the Bureau of Reclamation, and my second state- 
ment will be in support of budget items for harbor projects. 


INVESTIGATION 


In regard to the investigation program in the Territory of Ha- 
waii—for fiscal year 1956 the Bureau of Reclamation of the Depart- 
ment of the Interior has requested an appropriation of $5,175,000 for 
the general investigation activity. Included in this request is $50,000 
for the Hawaiian investigation program to permit the Bureau of 
Reclamation to furnish technical assistance in the planning of the 
Molokai and Waimea projects on the islands and to review reports 
thereon. 

This planning program is in accordance with Public Law 634 
passed by the last session of Congress which authorized the Secretary 
of the Interior “to make an investigation relating to the conservation, 
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development, and utilization of the irrigation and reclamation re- 
sources of the Waimanalo, Oahu; Waimea, island of Hawaii; and 
Molokai projects, Territory of Hawaii * * *.” The construction of 
the Waimanalo project is now complete except for possibly some re- 
habilitation work which the agencies of the Territorial government 
are capable of undertaking without assistance, so the activities of the 
Bureau in fiscal year 1956 will be confined to the Waimea and Molokai 
projects. a —— 

There is no doubt that there is a great need for additional irriga- 
tion development in the Territory of Hawaii. The islands present a 
wreat contrast in rainfall and available water supplies. As a result 
of the combination of the prevailing northeast trade winds and topo- 
eraphic features, some locales have unusually heavy precipitation 
while others, often only a few miles away, have such scanty supplies 
as to’ be classified as semiarid. Heavy rains usually occur at the 
higher altitudes in the mountainous regions while the fertile valleys 
in the interior and the coastal lands on the south and west are inade- 
quately watered. As an example, in the mountains behind the city 
of Honolulu there is an annual rainfall up to 160 inches while at the 
eashore, 5.5 miles from this area of heavy precipitation, the annual 
rainfall is only'15 inches. The inadequate rainfall in most of the 
agricultural areas of the Territory requires the lands to be irrigated 
in order to support successful crops. 

Agriculture is the primary industry in the islands and irrigation 
is practiced rather extensively. The Territory does not produce suf- 
ficient foodstuffs and other necessary agricultural products to meet 
its own requirements, however, and importation of food is, therefore, 
a necessity. This situation is attributable to population increase and 
limited additional farming opportunities which have resulted in a 
demand for new lands to be tilled. This condition could be alleviated 
by the proper development of existing land and water resources. 
There is a large quantity of arable, water-deficient land available 
which, if adequately watered, would assist in meeting these land de- 
mands. It is a question of getting the water and land together. 

Of particular concern at the moment are funds for the Bureau of 
Reclamation to assist in the completion of the plans for the Molokai 
project. This project has been investigated intermittently for many 
vears including a study by the Bureau of Reclamation in 1938. Fol- 
lowing completion of the latter study, the Territory established the 
Molokai Water Board and authorized a bond issue of $2,500,000 for 
onstruction of the project with the expectation of obtaining Federal 
funds in a like amount. Although a subsequent request to Congress 
for Federal funds to assist in the construction was not granted, the 
original bond issue authorization is still available. The Territory 
will need some Federal assistance in construction of the project. But 
before seeking such assistance the various plans and proposals must 
be firmed up. It is contemplated that this will be done in fises] vear 
1956 if adequate investigation funds are made available to the Bureau 
of Reclamation. 

I strongly urge that sufficient investigation funds be provided to the 
Bureau so that our investigations among others may proceed. 

1 have made this statement in support of items already in the 
budget. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mrs. Farrington, for your very fine and 
eloquent statement. 
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HARBOR PROJECTS 


Mrs. Farrinaron. Now, my next statement is in regard to harbor 
projects. 

Mr. Hanp. Before you leave rechaniation, Mrs. Fatrimgton,.I would 
like to.ask you a question, if I may. 

Mrs. Farrineton. Yes. 

Mr. Hanp. Is it your position, Mrs. Farrington, that the Territory 
of Hawaii is sufficiently suited for the purpose of an all-agriculture 
economy, in addition to your present specialized economy ¢ 

Mrs. Farrtneton. Oh, yes; it is a beautiful island and this particu- 
lar project is located, and has sufficient. acres, where it could produce 
enough food for the entire Territory. 

Mr. Hanp. It is suitable for all crops? 

Mrs. Farrineton. Yes. Vegetables, pineapples, and others. 

Mr. Hanp. Thank you very much. 

Mrs. Farrineton. Now, Mr. Chairman, with reference to the har. 
bor projects: : 

I am appearing before your committée to support the requests con- 
tained in the President’s budget covering maintenance and construc- 
tion of existing structures in the Territory of Hawaii. I am informed 
that under this category are carried funds for repairs to breakwaters. 
The budget carries the following amounts: 


SEAR TRE whi sictittn tines daiilinido Sait kde de as smdbits $520, 000 
DI gi iL ica tai i TO ha a ee 160, 000 
pe BS 2S BSS RA epuinaisriicn meanest bina alinen bine ail 60, 000 


In addition to the amounts allocated for maintenance and construc- 
tion and repairs to breakwaters there has been a tentative allocation of 
$270,000 for dredging operations in harbors at. Honolulu, Kaunakakai, 
Nawiliwili, Port Allen, and Kahului. This makes a total of $1,010, 
000 for projects of this character in the Territory. 

I have been informed that practically no Federal funds for harbor 
improvements and maintenance dredging have been provided for the 
past 15 years and there is a definite need for dredging operations in 
the harbors. For instance, ships using Nawiliwili Harbor have a 
draft of between 29 and 30 feet maximum after loading bulk sugar. 
Shoal spots are reported in the harbor at 29 and 30 feet which make 
it increasingly difficult to load ships to capacity because of the shallow 
spots at the entrance to the harbor. On the island of Maui is Kahului 
Harbor, and a study has been authorized into the advisability of en- 
larging the turning basin in this harbor to accommodate larger ships. 
This project has not yet been authorized. In the meantime, however, 
it is essential that the present harbor be dredged. 

Honolulu Harbor is the largest harbor in the Territory through 
which most of the shipping passes, and it is extremely important that 
this harbor be kept in the best possible condition. 

Under the item for maintenance and construction, as stated above, 
‘& provision is made for repairs to breakwaters at our principal har- 
bors. In a severe storm last year the breakwaters at Hilo, Kahului, 
and Nawiliwili were badly damaged. The United States Army Eng!- 
neers have surveyed the extent of damage and recommend immediate 
repairs to prevent further deterioration. There will undoubtedly be 
heavy storms around.the end.of this year and because of the weakened 
condition of the present breakwaters damage might be very extensive 
and repairs would be more costly. I am told that if the repairs are 
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not made, it might result in some of the freighters being unable to 
enter these ports. 

In the omnibus rivers and harbors bill which was passed in the 83d 
Congress, authorization was given for the construction of the follow- 
ing harbor projects : 


Honolulu Harbor, second entrance as ee 
Nawiliwili and Port Allen Harbors__..--~~- iselertieraretinctsn beni ileasie ----- 1,166,400 

In addition to the two projects authorized in the last Congress, the 
improvement. of Kawaihae Harbor on the island of Hawaii was 
authorized in 1950 at a cost in Federal funds of $6,020,000. Funds in 
the amount of $50,000 have been appropriated for planning on 
this project. 

No funds for the above three projects have been requested in the 
budget. However, 1 want to urge that very careful consideration be 
given to these projects. 

The harbor at Kawaihae is particularly important for the sugar 
industry on the island of Hawaii. There is only one other harbor on 
this island, at Hilo, and Kawaihae would serve the other side of the 
island. At present it is necessary to transport sugar by truck to Hilo 
Harbor at considerable expense. The improvements at Kawaihae 
Harbor would serve a great agricultural community. Inasfar as 
funds in the amount of $50,000 for plans for this project have already 
been appropriated, and I understand the plans will be completed this 
year, construction can proceed immediately on proper appropriation. 

The Territorial Board of Harbor Commissioners is constructing an 
entrance channel and a barge basin at Kawaihae in accordance with 
its own plans and at its own expense under a Department of the Army 
permit. The Harbor Board’s project when completed will be conso- 
nant with the proposed Federal harbor improvement. 

The improvement to-Nawiliwili Harbor was authorized in the last 
Congress at a cost of $1,210,000. No funds have been appropriated 
as yet for preparation of plans and specifications. 

In addition to the three harbor projects which have been authorized, 
the following projects have been authorized but are not included in 
ihe budget. this year. 

Shore protection, Waikiki Beach ......._______________ cankcangethtaeee $292, 000 
Hanapepe River, Kauai, flood control 337, 000 
Kawainui Swamp, Oahu, flood contrel 951, 000 
Wailoa Stream, Hawaii, diversion and'channel improvement 358, 000 

That makes a total of $1,938,000 right there. 

I do think this is a very reasonable request. to come here and ask 
support for these items which are in the present budget of some $1,- 
(10,000 when we have these other very large projects of nearly $12 mil- 
lion that. are not in the budget. The items we are asking for today are 
ill in the budget. 

I am drawing your attention to the other items in the hope that we 
will receive consideration for them, and that you may be able to allow 
us the money for them. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you very much, Mrs. Farrington; and you have 
made your position quite clear. 

Mrs. Farrtneton, Thank you. 

Mr. Jensen. I just want to say, Mrs. Farrington, it is a pleasure 
for me to see you up here before the committee and making your state- 
ment in such clear terms. As you know, I have taken a great deal of 
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interest in Hawaii as in the other Territories. I have visited the great, 
Territory of Hawaii, as you know. ; 

I can only say that your request has been well presented. 

Mrs. Farrineton. Thank you. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mrs. Farrington. 


Wepnespay, May 4, 1955. 
FLoop Contrro, aND Water Resources, STate or CALIFORNIA 
WITNESSES 


HON. CARL HINSHAW, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

HON. JOHN PHILLIPS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

HON. JAMES B. UTT, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

HON. CHARLES, M. TEAGUE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

HON. WILLIAM S. MAILLIARD, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

HON. JOHN F. SHELLEY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

HON. JOHN E. MOSS, JR., A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

HON. CLAIR ENGLE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

HON. HUBERT B. SCUDDER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

CLAIR A. HILL, VICE CHAIRMAN, STATE WATER RESOURCES 
BOARD 

H. E. HEDGER, CHIEF ENGINEER, LOS ANGELES COUNTY FLOOD 
CONTROL DISTRICT 

JOHN BRYANT, COUNTY ENGINEER, RIVERSIDE COUNTY 

WILLIS H. WARNER, CHAIRMAN, ORANGE COUNTY BOARD OF 
SUPERVISORS 

J. A. WOOLLEY, CONSULTING ENGINEER 

HARRY E. LLOYD, MANAGER AND CHIEF ENGINEER, HETCH 
HETCHY WATER SUPPLY 

A. M. CROWELL, PRESIDENT, TURLOCK IRRIGATION DISTRICT 

MILTON KIDD, DIRECTOR, MODESTO IRRIGATION DISTRICT 

CHARLES W. DETERDING, COUNTY EXECUTIVE, SACRAMENTO 
COUNTY 

JOHN M. LUTHER, MANAGER, CALIFORNIA CENTRAL VALLEY 
FLOOD CONTROL ASSOCIATION 

DOUGLAS B. COHEN, MEMBER, STATE RECLAMATION BOARD 

GEORGE LODI, MEMBER, STATE RECLAMATION BOARD 

W. A. ALEXANDER, ENGINEER-MANAGER, LOWER TULE RIVER 
IRRIGATION DISTRICT 

RAY WILLIAMS, LOWER TULE RIVER IRRIGATION DISTRICT 

KENT D. PURSEL, CHAIRMAN, ALAMEDA COUNTY BOARD OF 
SUPERVISORS 

CHISTER E. STANLEY, ALAMEDA COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

GUILFORD KOCH, OAKLAND CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 
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Mr. Evins. We are privileged to have with us our esteemed and dis~ 
tinguished colleague, Congressman Carl Hinshaw. His efforts on 
behalf of flood control and water resources in California are well 
known to all of us. Mr. Hinshaw. 

Mr. HinsHaw. Thank you. I would merely like, Mr. Chairman, to 
present these — to you and to say they will make a presentation 
that is worthwhile. I also want to say that you can learn more about 
these projects if you visit our fair State. Each of the 30 members of 
the delegation support the statements that will be made. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Congressman Hinshaw. 

The Subcommittee on Public Works for the Western Section will 
hear Mr. Clair A. Hill, vice chairman of the State water resources 
board, and Mr. Sam R. Leedom, administrative assistant of the State 
water resources board, and those witnesses they will present. 

Mr. Hitt. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. 

[am Clair A. Hill, vice chairman of the State water resources board, 
and I am accompanied by Mr. Sam R. Leedom, administrative assist- 
ant of the State water resources board, and Northcutt Ely, our special 
counsel in Washington. 

I have a prepared statement I should like to file for the record. 

Mr. Evins. Very well. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF CLAIR A. Hitxt, Vick CHAIRMAN, STATE WATER ResoURCES BOARD 


Chairman Evins and members of the committee, I am Clair H. Hill, of Redding, 
Calif.. vice chairman of the State Water Resources Board of California. For 
the past 7 years, the chairman of our board has been appearing before this 
committe in behalf of the State, and as spokesman for the representatives of 
the California Flood Control Conference, who bring you the detailed informa- 
tion on the varied flood-control projects we are here to discuss. 

Unfortunately, our chairman, Mr. C. A. Griffith, of Azusa, is unable to be 
here today. In his absence I would like to point out that the State water 
resources board is appointed by, and speaks officially for the Governor of Cali- 
fornia with regard to flood-control matters. This year, I am pleased to report 
we come before you with a request for flood-control appropriations which is 
substantially reduced below that of previous years. 

This reduction has been made possible only because the Appropriations Com- 
nittees of the Congress have recognized the magnitude of our flood-control 
problems in California and have allocated large sums of Federal moneys to meet 
these needs from year to year. It is true that at times we have been impatient. 
The State water resources board and the various agencies in California con- 
cerned with flood-control matters, frequently have deplored the snaillike prog- 
ress Of the Federal Government in getting its authorized flood-control program 
completed.’ 

However, taking my own State as an example, I feel we have made great 
progress in the construction of flood-control works since the Federal Govern- 
nent resumed major responsibility for such works in the omnibus bill of 1944. 
Pine Flat Dam on the Kings River and Isabella Dam on the Kern River have 
been completed and are now functioning as a great flood-control and water-con- 
servation projects. With this year’s appropriations as recommended in the 
President’s budget, Folsom Dam on the American River, Cherry Valley Dam on 
a tributary. of the Tuolumne River, and San Antonio and Whittier Narrows Dams 
in southern California will be completed. Those dams and reservoirs are mile- 
‘tones of progress built in steel and concrete on the road to final and complete 
protection for the people of our State from the terrible hazards of floodwaters. 
However, we are still far from the end of the road. 

California’s flood-control problems, unlike many other States are multiple, 
We do not come here simply seeking 1 levee, 1 flood wall, 1 flood-control dam, 
bat a combination of all of them to fit our complex needs. California. in 
and area, is the second largest State in the Union. Of its 158,295 square miles, 
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two-thirds are mountainous and foothill lands, and the other third, valley any 
mesa lands. Our terrain contains the greatest extremes to be found in the 
United States. It ranges from the Nation’s high point at the peak of Mount 
Whitney, 14,496 feet above sea level, to its lowest point at Badwater in Death 
Valley, 280 feet below sea level. We have the second longest coastline in the 
Nation. On the eastern seaboard it would extend from Cape Cod to Charleston, 
S.C. On the gulf coast it would reach from Brownsville, Tex., on the Mexican 
Border, to Cape St. George, Fla. and in the Mississippi Basin our State woul 
extend from Chicago to New Orleans. 

Our climate ranges from subzero temperatures to the extremes of desert heat; 
the annual rainfall from a maximum of 134.92 inches in the north coastal area 
to a mean of 1.7 inches in the desert regions. Snowfall, as actually measured 
by the snow survey crews on one of our State courses, has reached depths of 
over 300 inches with a water content of 150.7 inches. 

Last year we pointed out the inherent dangers in long-delayed flood-controj 
works in the south coastal basin of California. Brush fires in that very pre. 
cipitous area, directly back of the city of Los Angeles, made emergency flood- 
control works immediately necessary. This year we are confronted with ap 
almost identical situation on the watershed above the city of San Bernardino, 
By air these areas are only a few miles apart. The topography is almost 
identical. 

Last fall, extensive forest fires on the precipitous watershed above the city 
of San Bernardino created an emergency situation which must be dealt wit) 
at once. When the board’s recommendations for flood-control appropriations 
were made last summer, they were based upon a long-range program. ‘The 
devastating fires of last fall have changed that picture entirely and the board 
supports the emergency appropriations being sought by that city and county. 

For the State as a whole, and this includes 25 federally authorized flood-con- 
trol projects, we are recommending appropriations of only $4344 million. © This 
includes a request of $500,000 which would be used by the South Pacific division 
of the Corps of Engineers for preliminary examination and surveys to which 
I shall refer later. 

This request represents approximately one-tenth of the estimated amount 
required to complete the presently authorized Federal flood-control projects in 
California. We feel it is modest in view of our needs, which we have stressed 
repeatedly in former appearances before this committee. 

Despite its repetitiousness the fact remains today as it did last year and the 
year before that, and the year before that, going clear back to 1940, that we are 
confronted in California with a population increase that exceeds anything in 
the history of our Nation. 

Put yourself in our position. As of this date we have a population of some 
where between 12 and 13 million people. It changes so rapidly only approxima- 
tions can be made. For instance, statistics show that since I started this talk 
the State has gained another 20 in population. At this rate of increase it adds 
up to about 6,900 people a week or nearly 370,000 people a year—give or take a 
few thousand. 

In Michigan this growth would mean that we would have to provide the homes, 
public utilities, schools, hospitals, jails, and so forth for the entire population of 
the two great cities of Flint and Grand Rapids. In Minnesota it would mean 
building a city the size of St. Paul. In Oregon we would have to provide the 
present facilities of the city of Portland. In Pennsylvania it would mean build- 
ing a city half the size of Pittsburgh. 

As States go we are gaining in population each year at the rate of about the 
present population of Vermont, twice as many people as now reside in Nevada 
and more people each year than now reside in either Delaware or Wyoming. 

As you gentlemen are well aware, great or even small increases in population 
encroach upon natural flood-control channels. We create new problems almost 
as fast as we solve the old. 

I think California is doing a magnificient Job in coping with the problems ¢01- 
fronting it. Insofar as I know we are one of the few, if not the only State 10 
the Union, which has guaranteed through State appropriations to underwrite the 
cost of local cooperation required by the Fedéral Government. 

Therefore, I again say that the requested appropriations we are seeking art 
extremely modest. We are in fact requesting less for the entire State than the 
appropriations which this committee has authorized at various times for 4 
single project in the Northwest and Middle West. 
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We are particularly concerned this year about those authorized projects for 
which no planning funds have been provided in the President’s budget. With- 
out adequate planning funds we have found in the past that projects come 
up for construction on estimates which do not give either this committee or 
the State of California a true picture of the final cost of the project. We 
have a large number of authorized projects for which planning funds are 

ested. 

Oe an engineer by profession I am well acquainted with problems which 
arise in actually getting a project under way. From a purely engineering 
standpoint I know that it takes about 2 years to bring your planning for 
even a relatively minor project up to the definite planning stage. Therefore, 
we believe that without these planning funds the Federal flood-control program 
will come to a standstill. The Congress has assumed flood protection works 
as a Federal responsibility. For that reason we urge that you appropriate the 
planning funds necessary to carry out the Federal obligation. If the Congress 
pas decided that flood control is no longer a Federal responsibility, we should 
be so advised in order that the States and local subdivisions may step into 
the program where the Federal Government has left off. 

In addition, we are particularly alarmed with the virtual elimination of 
funds for preliminary examinations and surveys. Without these funds, many 
worthwhile and needed projects cannot even be brought to the point where the 
authorizing committees can competently act upon them. We therefore urge that 
you give particular attention to this item. 

The program adopted by the board is divided into these categories—con- 
struction funds, planning funds, and preliminary examination and survey funds, 
as follows: 


Los Angeles engineering district : 
Construction funds: 
Los Angeles County drainage area 
Whittier Narrows Dam 
San Antonio Dam 


Advance planning funds: 
Bautista and San Jacinto levees 
Carbon Canyon Dam 
Riverside levees 
Santa Clara River and Santa Paula Creek____ 
Warm, East Twin, Devil, and Lytle Creeks___ 
Stewart Canyon Dam 


Total Los Angeles engineering district 
Sacramento engineering district : 
Construction funds: 
American River levees 
Cherry Valley Dam 
Folsom Dam 
Sacramento River, old project 
Sacramento River, major and minor tribu- 


San Joaquin River levees 
Success Dam 


Advance planning funds: 
Black Butte Dam 
New Hogan Dam_ 
New Melones Dam 
Terminus Dam 
Middle Creek 


Total Sacramento engineering district 
616583—55—pt. 2——_17 





San Francisco engineering district: 
Construction funds: 
Russian River project 


Advance planning funds: 
San Lorenzo Creek 
ahah Te i ee 


Total, San Francisco engineering district $1, 200, 000 
South Pacific division : 
Preliminary examinations and surveys 500, 000 
in 
Grand total 43, 724, 000 

And now in closing, I would like to add that in view of the fact this is the 
first time we have had an opportunity to present our California problems to the 
newly organized Public Works Subcommittee of the Committee on Appropria- 
tions, I hope that we will be able to provide you with all of the detail neces. 
sary for your deliberations. Our program is statewide. 

Since the organization of the State Water Resources Board, we have made 
every effort to see that all of the flood-control projects in California are pre- 
sented at one time so the committee is not faced with the necessity of hearing 
a delegation devoted exclusively to a given project one day, and a few days 
later have to repeat the process on another project. The Governor of Cali- 
fornia and all interested flood-control agencies in our State support this single 
program. [I hope it loses none of its effectiveness because it is presented on a 
statewide basis. I thank you. 


Mr. Hm. The State Water Resources Board is appointed by the 
Governor and speaks officially for the Governor of California with 
regard to flood-control matters. 

California, which is the second largest State in the Union in land 


area and population, has very serious flood-control problems. Of 
its 158,000 square miles of area, two-thirds are mountainous and foot- 
hill lands, and our terrain contains the greatest extremes to be found 
in the United States. It ranges from the highest altitude to the low- 
est altitude in the country. That adds to our problem. 

Last year we yews out to this committee the danger of delay in 


our flood-control projects. At that time we were faced with a very 
serious emergency situation in the mountains back of the city of Los 
Angeles due to a series of disastrous fires which burned off all of the 
brush and timber on the watershed directly above that city which re- 
quired emergency funds to correct. 

This year we are confronted with a similar situation on the water- 
shed above the city of San Bernardino, where a series of fires last 
fall completely devastated that area. Any heavy storm in that area 
could create a very serious situation. I believe this has already been 
presented to your committee. No emergency funds were included in 
our original request for appropriations which was made on the basis 
of an orderly long-range program, but we do support the request of 
the people from San Bernardino for emergency funds. Also, in the 
board’s program, we have an item of $500,000 for a preliminary exam- 
ination and survey money. This, we feel, is extremely important 
because there are many deserving projects on which there is no plat- 
ning even of a preliminary nature. Unless adequate planning funds 
are provided these projects will not be ready for this committee's 
consideration nor for the State’s consideration. 

In California under the law the State guarantees the cost of local 
participation required by Federal flood-control laws. As far as I 
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know it is the only State in the Union that does guarantee the match- 
ing funds, and those funds are in our State budget annually. 

The program adopted by the board is divided into construction, 

lanning, and preliminary examination and survey funds, and I have 
alist on page 8 of my statement which itemizes them. _ 

It starts with the Los Angeles Engineering District. The first 
item in that district is the Los Angeles County drainage area, for 
which the request is $24,215,000. 

The next item is the Whittier Narrows Dam, which requires 
$933,000 to complete the project. 

The next item is the San Antonio Dam, which requires $530,000 to 
complete the project. 

And the San Antonio Channel requires $790,000. 

The total construction funds requested for the Los Angeles Engi- 
neering District is $26,468,000. In addition to this there is a request 
for advance planning funds on the following authorized projects in 
that district : 

Bautista and San Jacinto levees, $100,000; Carbon Canyon Dam, 
$125,000; Riverside levees, $100,000; Santa Clara River and Santa 
Paula Creek, $120,000; Warm, East Twin, Devil, and Lytle Creeks, 
$100,000 ; and this is the one I referred to Congressman Sheppard, and 
Mr. Break, chairman of the board of supervisors of San Bernardino 
appeared before this committee requesting emergency funds. 

Mr. Evins. Will you please indicate those that differ from the 
amounts carried in the budget ? 

Mr. Hi. Iam sorry. 1 cannot do that. 

Mr. Evins. You may proceed. 

Mr. Hitz. The total requested for the Los Angeles Engineering Dis- 
trict in construction funds and advance planning funds is $27,039,000. 

In the Sacramento Engineering District construction funds are 
being requested for the following projects: 

American River levees, $300,000; Cherry Valley Dam, $785,000-——— 

Mr. Hiti. The only one I would like to refer to is the last one under 
the South Pacific division, preliminary examinations and surveys, 
$500,000. 

Mr. Evins. The grand total of $43,724,000 is for all over the State 
of California ? 

Mr. Hinz. Yes. Since the organization of the State water resources 
board we have made every effort to organize the California people 
so that only one hearing would be necessary, and we hope that in that 
way even though many projects are listed, it will not lose its effective- 
ness. 

I would like at this time to introduce Col. H. E. Hedger, chief en- 
gineer, representing the Los Angeles County Flood Control District. 

Mr. Evrxs. We will be very glad to hear from you, Colonel Hedger. 


LOS ANGELES COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT 


Mr. Heperr. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is H. E. Hedger. I am chief engineer of the Los Angeles County 
Flood Control District. I have a statement I would like to submit 
for the record. 

Mr. Evins. Very well. 
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(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT oF H. BE. Hepeer, Curer ENGINEER, LOs ANGELES County F'Loop 
CoNnTROL DISTRICT, CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, my name is H. B. Hedger, and, as chief engineer 
of the Los Angeles County Flood Control District, I have been directed by the 
Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors to report the flood-control needs of the 
Los Angeles County drainage area for fiscal 1956 to your committee. 

In past years I have appeared before this committee to report these needs and 
have described the special climatic and geographic conditions that make Los 
Angeles one of the critical flood hazard areas in the United States. For the 
benefit of new committee members, and to refresh the memories of those who 
have previously served, it might be well to again set forth these conditions. 

The heavily populated coastal valleys and plains of Los Angeles are bordered 
by a precipitous range of mountains which rises to a height of 10,000 feet within 
a few miles of the coast. During most of the year little rain falls in this area, 
so that the river and stream beds coursing down the slopes of the mountains and 
leading out across the plains to the sea are dry and harmless appearing. 

In the late fall and winter months this picture can change with drastic and, 
at times, tragic suddenness. Intense storms rising in the Pacific Ocean sweep 
in across the coastal plains, bringing rainfall in such quantities that the once-dry 
stream beds become raging torrents of debris-filled water. 

Storms of this type, occurring on an average of once in every 4 years, have 
claimed many lives and caused damages of millions of dollars to property. 

Los Angeles County first began its efforts to control floodwaters in 1915, and 
in 1936 the Federal Government extended badly needed help when it authorized 
construction of flood-control reservoirs, channels, and debris basins in the Los 
Angeles County drainage area. These structures are the only effective means of 
providing protection to the lives and property of our citizens from the ever- 
present threat of a disastrous flood. 

In recent years the tremendous expansion in population and industrial con- 
struction has increased the urgency of our flood-control needs. New homes are 
crowding against unprotected streambanks, and factories, many of them engaged 
in national defense production, now are standing in areas which overnight can 
revert to marshlands and lakes many acres in extent. 

In the decade 1940-50, Los Angeles County population increased by 1,366,044 
persons and added another 633,313 in the period 1950-54. The rate of increase 
continues at more than 168,000 yearly, and by 1960 some 5,625,000 persons are 
expected to be making their homes in this county. 

According to United States Department of Commerce figures, the value added 
by manufacture in Los Angeles increased 296.5 percent in the years 1939-47, and 
from 1947 to 1953 another increase of 125.2 percent was recorded here. At the 
present time this county is the Nation’s leading manufacturer of aircraft and 
aircraft parts. Obviously, any interruption in production of these basic industries 
could have extremely serious consequences in this Nation’s preparations for 
defense. 

Unfortunately, flood-protective measures have not kept pace with this region's 
growth in population and in importance as a manufacturing, transportation, and 
defense-production center. It is imperative that flood-control construction be 
stepped up to prevent the recurrence of destructive floods which now, more than 
ever, would have nationwide consequences. 

The State water resources board in its description of the flood-control needs 
for the entire State has listed the projects in Los Angeles County which the 
board believes merit immediate attention. These projects will require the 
following appropriations : 


Los Angeles County drainage area project 
Whittier Narrows flood-control basin 
Santa Ana River basin project. 
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The State’s recommendation for the Los Angeles drainage area project is based 
on the necessity for construction of the following units of this project; 


Continuing contracts to be completed : 

Los Angeles River, 20th St. to Willow St 
Los Angeles River, Willow St. to Carson St 
Los Angeles River, P. BE. RR. bridge (Cerritos trestle) and ap- 

purtenant channel 
Los Angeles River, Compton Bivd. to P. E. RR. (Santa Ana Line). 3,016, 000 
Rio Hondo, Washington Blvd. to Whittier Narrows flood-control 

2, 912, 000 
Eaton Wash, Rio Hondo to Encinitas Ave 2, 090, 000 
Arcadia Wash, Rio Hondo to East Branch 2, 169, 000 
Sawpit Wash, Duarte Road to debris basin 1, 570, 000 
Continuing contracts to be awarded: 

Los Angeles River, Atlantic Ave. to Compton Blvd 200, 000 
Los Angeles River, Dayton Ave. to Victory Blvd., permanent 

channel invert 350, 000 
Los Angeles River, Reseda Blvd. to Corbin Ave 300, 000 
Rio Hondo, Whittier Narrows to Lower Azusa Rd 400, 000 
Eaton Wash, Encinitas Ave. to Huntington Dr 150, 000 
Areadia Wash, East Branch and Lima St. lateral to Colorado on: 0a 

9 


Burbank Western System (upper), Burbank Blvd. to above Scott 
Rd. and Stough Channel and debris basin 300, 000 
Centinela Creek, Ballona Creek to Florence Ave 300, 000 
Sawtelle-Westwood System, Sepulveda Channel, Charnock Rd. 
to National Blvd 180, 000 
Planning 


SE ii eat erences legin pom Saag pian hig ahi iar gee ge es 24, 215, 000 


Following the State’s action, the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors 
adopted the State recommendations as its official program of urgent flood-control 
needs in this county. It is with gratification that we find the major portion of 
this program has been recommended for appropriations in the administration’s 
budget for the next fiscal year. 

We are indeed pleased that the Bureau of the Budget has recommended con- 
tinuation of work on the Los Angeles River from 20th Street to Wardlow Road 
and start of construction from Wardlow to the Santa Ana line of the Pacific 
Electric Railroad, as well as the improvement of the river from Reseda Avenue 
to Corbin Avenue in the San Fernando Valley. 

The inclusion of funds to complete the Whittier Narrows and San Antonio 
flood-control basins so that these key structures can be placed in operation this 
year is a matter of the greatest satisfaction to us. We are also pleased to note 
that the budget is in substantial accord with local recommendations for improve- 
ment of initial units of San Antonio Channel, Sawpit and Arcadia Washes, and 
of the Rio Hondo upstream to the junction with Arcadia Wash. 

It is deeply regretted, however, that the administration’s budget does not 
contain funds to continue the vitally needed work on Eaton Wash, which now 
constitutes an extreme hazard to one of the most populous districts of the 
San Gabriel Valley. Equally urgent is the need for renewing construction of the 
Sawtelle-Westwood Channel and the improvement of Centinela Creek to alleviate 
the annual flooding of homes, factories, and major throughfares along these 
watercourses. 

The area subject to overflow from the Sawtelle-Westwood and Centinela Creek 
Channels is nearing complete development. It now has a population of more 
than 16,000 people, most of whom are employed in defense industry, and is crossed 
by 6 traffic arteries, including 2 State highways. Property subject to flooding 
in this district alone is valued at $116 million. Some 40 factories, among them 
the Hughes and Douglas aircraft assembly plants, are located in the flood-hazard 
area created by these unimproved channels. 

In much the same category of acutely needed flood-control construction is the 
Burbank-Western Channel, which flows through the densely settled city of Bur- 
bank and crosses the United States Highway 99 and the Southern Pacific Railroad 
hear the Lockheed Air Terminal before emptying into the Los Angeles River. 

Because of the urgency of the need to control these unimproved channels, the 
further consideration by the committee is requested with the hope that they can 
be included in the next year’s construction program. 
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In asking for an expanded program beyond the recommendations of the admip. 
istration, the district also is committing itself to greater expenditures. Ag yoy 
are aware, right-of-way acquisition and bridge-construction costs for Federa| 
work are borne by the district. The financial cooperation required of the dis. 
trict by the Federal program as recommended by the President for the next figcaj 
year alone amounts to $3,067,600. 

In addition, the district’s budget contains funds for acquisition of right-of-way 
for Federal projects still in the planning stages, as well as carryover funds here. 
tofore committed but not yet expended, so that the total amount encumbered for 
right-of-way acquisition and highway-bridge construction in connection with the 
Federal program is $14,805,200. 

Other sums included in the planned expenditures for 1955-56 include $5,822,935 
for maintaining and operation of completed dams, debris basins, and channels, 
and $10,339,156 for flood-control work outside the Federal program. It can be 
seen, then, that the total district budget as submitted to the board of supervisors 
to continue flood-control construction and maintenance in Los Angeles County 
for 1955-56 reaches nearly $31 million, or close to double the amount of recon. 
mended Federal expenditures for the same period. 

In addition to these rather considerable sums, another $36 million will be speut 
by the district in the construction of storm drains, most of which are tributary 
to the federally authorized system of channels and dams. Many of these storm 
drains cannot be built until the Federal projects into which they discharge surface 
storm waters are constructed. It should be noted that the entire storm-draiy 
construction program is being financed locally with funds from an $179million 
bond issue approved by county voters in 1952 for this purpose. 

The expenditure of such great sums for flood control, approved both by the 
people of this county in direct bond elections and by their representatives ip 
local government, is clear testimony to the need that is felt here for providing 
this kind of protection and to the willingness of our citizens to bear a major 
portion of the costs. 

It is our strong belief that Los Angeles’ position as a center of commerce and 
industry for the entire West and its rapidly growing importance to the national 
economy and to the Nation’s defense provides ample justification for expediting 
the flood-control program so that it may be completed within the next 10 years, 
To accomplish this objective it will be necessary to increase annual appropria- 
tions made by Congress to not less than $20 million. We have no hesitancy in 
urging this committee to adopt such a policy, feeling that it is essential for the 
protection of lives and property in this county and for the preservation of a 
substantial part of this country’s economy. 

We appreciate the opportunity to present this report to the committee and the 
consideration the members of the committee have given to our flood-control needs, 


Mr. Hepeer. I am here by direction of the Board of Supervisors of 
Los Angeles County, who are also the supervisors in charge of the 
flood-control district. 

I would like to talk about three projects in Los Angeles County. 

The largest of the three projects is known as the Los Angeles County 
drainage project, and we think that it is one of the greatest hazards 
in the country as of this time although it is rapidly being brought ur- 
der control through the valuable help the Congress is giving us 
through the Corps of Engineers. : 

This project was originally authorized under the flood-control omm- 
bus bill of 1936. It was one of the largest authorized at that time. | 
have had the assignment of coming back and discussing the matter 
with the congressional committees almost every year since then, and 
it is a pleasure occasionally to find we have new committees to deal 
with. It gives us a chance to make new friends we did not have before. 

I hope the members of this committee will have an opportunity, as 
Congressman Hinshaw suggested, to visit our State, It has been 
almost 2 years since the committee made a visit with Mr. Sanders, and 
I think it was helpful all around. 

To assist in following the testimony I have some topographic maps 
that I would like the committee to have. The highest point on the 
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map, at the right-hand side, is at an elevation of 10,000 feet and is 
located about 40 miles from the ocean. ‘The very steep mountainous 
condition produces flash runoffs that are devastating. They develop 
and are over in a matter of hours, but in that time considerable loss 
of life and property damage occur. In 1948 in a few hours nearly 
30 lives were lost and $40 million damage done through that source. 

The county now has reached the point it has a population of over 
} million. It is one of the leading industrial areas of the country. 
A great many of the defense industries are located there and are 
subject to the same flood hazards as the people who live there. 

As I mentioned we have been working on this with the Federal 
Government since 1936, and to date we are approximately one-half 
through with the program. We would not have nearly the loss of life 
today that we had in 1938 from a similar flood, but the problem is 
still one of great magnitude and must be solved as soon as possible. 

Our district is the local agency responsible to the Government for 
local costs. We work with the district engineers to determine which 
of the items are of the greatest importance. We have presented on 
pages 2 and 3 of my statement and have in the black lines on the relief 
map the currently needed units of the Los Angeles drainage area 
project. This program involves $24 million for the Los Angeles 
drainage area project. The budget recommendation for that item 
is $14 million. However, the budget recommendation lists every 
item on pages 2 and 3 except four: Eaton Wash from Encinitas Ave- 
uue to Huntington Drive; the Burbank western system; Centinela 
Creek; and the Sawtelle-Westwood system. We feel they are urgent. 
However, we feel that $15 million or a little more than that is all the 


Corps of Engineers can put under contract next year, and we know 
itis the policy of your committee to appropriate only the money that 
can be used in a given year. So we are not suggesting a large 
increase in the appropriation, but we are suggesting that the Corps of 
Engineers be given a flexible bey by not requiring them to be 


restricted to specific projects but permitting them to work on any 
of the projects on the list. 

So, with the program that we have jointly developed showing that 
the need is far greater than the $14 million budget recommendation, 
we feel the best use of the money appropriated can be made if you 
authorize them to work on the main channels and tributaries listed 
here instead of restricting them solely to the units listed in the budget. 

We come to this committee with the feeling that we are carrying 
our full load in this program. The flood-control district was first 
placed in effect in 1917 and since that time has raised and expended 
something in the order of $140 million of its own taxpayers’ money 
on flood-control work. That is in addition to the appropriations of 
Congress. Our district budget this year is in the order of $30 million 
to maintain projects completed by the Corps of Engineers and turned 
over to us, and to do all that is necessary to carry out the local respon- 
sibilities of the corps’ program, as well as projects not in the corps’ 
program, 

The district each year since the war has expended more funds on 
flood-control work in Los Angeles County than the Corps of Engineers 
has with Federal appropriations. 

We are subject to a 15 cents tax limit, which raises annually about 
$8 million or $10 million in our county. We have in addition the 
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reimbursement from the State which permits us to carry such a heavy 
load, and we intend to go on with that year after year. 

Mr. Hanv. Do you Eawe a tax limitation under your law? 

Mr. Hepeer.. Yes. 

Mr. Hanpv. What is it? 

Mr. Heneer. Fifteen cents. 

Mr. Hanp. On a hundred? 

Mr. Henperr. Yes. 

Mr. Hann. And are you raising the maximum ? 

Mr. Hepeer. Yes. The board of supervisors has levied the maxi- 
mum every year for years. 

Mr. Hanp. The maximum under the law? 

Mr. Hepeer. Yes. In addition it can issue bonds. 

This program on this map is the backbone of the drainage system for 
Los Angeles County. There are countless channels that feed into 
those. In 1952 the electorate of our district authorized a bond issve 
of $179 million, for these supplemental flood-control works. Ex. 
penditures for that program average $40 million a year in addition to 
the annual budget. So you might say this year the Los Angele 
County Flood Control District will expend about $70 million on flood- 
control work in our county. The $14 million budget recommendation 
that the committee is considering will help tremendously in carrying 
on that program. 


WHITTIER NARROWS DAM AND SAN ANTONIO DAM 


The Whittier Narrows Dam and the San Antonio Dam, I am glad 


to say those are the final appropriations needed for those projects. 
We will not have to ask you for funds for them next year. The San 
Antonio Channel appropriation is in the budget, and I do not think 
we need to discuss that except to say we support it fully. 

I would like to summarize by going back to the request that your 
committee consider authorizing the Corps of Engineers to work the 
coming year on the whole fy re we have listed and not be confined 
to the narrow program of the budget. 

Mr. Evins. Has that not been the prevailing practice in the past, 
giving flexibility to the Corps of Engineers? 

Mr. Heperr. Yes, and we would like to see it continued and 
broadened. 

Mr. Evins. It is your recommendation that the committee consider 
an appropriation of an additional $10 million? 

Mr. Hepcer. That is the need, but I do not think the Corps of 
Engineers could get out the plans and specifications to spend much 
more than the amount in the bedlask We think perhaps $15 million 
could be spent but not the $24 million. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you. 


SAN ANTONIO DAM AND CHANNEL PROJECTS 


Mr. Henerr. I have been requested to file a statement on behalf of 
the San Bernardino County Flood Control District in regard to the 
San Antonio Dam and Channel projects. 

Mr. Evins. We will be glad to receive the statement. 
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(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


San BERNARDINO County FLoop Conrrot DIstTRICT, 
San Bernardino, Calif., April 28, 1955. 

The Board of Supervisors of the San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
hereby eXpress the appreciation of the people of the county for the fine interest 
and accomplishments made by the various committees as regards the San 
Antonio dam and channel projects. 

These projects were authorized by the 75th Congress, 3d session, Document 
No. 688 (Flood Control Act approved June 22, 1936 and as amended August 28, 
1937), and subsequently appropriations to begin construction of the dam were 

ade. 

a the project is now under construction, we wish to emphasize the urgent 
need for further appropriations in order that San Antonio Dam construction 
program may be completed. It is the sincere hope of this board that authoriza- 
tion consisting of $530,000 to complete the dam and $700,000 for San Antonio 
channel construction be approved. 

Your approval of this program would insure the future for a portion of the 
San Bernardino Valley which was designated as a disaster area. 

Boarp OF SUPERVISORS, 
SAN BERNARDINO CouNTy FLOop ConrTrROL DISTRICT, 
San Bernardino, Calif. 


San ANTONIO DAM AND CHANNEL PROJECT 


The Board of Supervisors of the San Bernardino County Flood Control District, 
which is a countywide district organized under the provisions of chapter 929, 
Statutes of 1945, a special act of the Legislature of the State of California, urges 
that additional money be made available for the continued construction of the 
San Antonio Dam and flood-control project, which project has been authorized 
and which is the subject of reports heretofore presented to Congress by the Corps 
of Engineers. 

Those reports are favorable to the project and set out in considerable detail its 
necessity, its economic justification, and the urgency of the work which is pro- 
posed. They are available and familiar to you, so detailed repetition by us is 
thought not to be necessary. 

We do, hewever, wish to emphasize certain matters, and to call your attention 
to ones possibly not directly dealt upon in other reports. 

The mountain drainage area tributary to the proposed dam is about 27 square 
niles. That area, because of topographic features and relation to desert and 
ocean influences is subject to intense rainfalls and cloudbursts. The average 
yearly rainfall varies from about 22 inches at the dam to 40 or 50 in higher 
regions. During storms of great intensity rainfalls of as much as 16 to 18 inches 
per 24 hours have been recorded. 

USGS Water Supply Paper 847 at page 261 shows San Antonio Creek as pro- 
ducing the highest runoff rate per square mile of all United States streams listed 
in said table. 

The elevations within the watershed vary from approximately 2,100 feet at 
the dam to as much as 10,000 feet, and San Antonio Canyon itself has a fall of 
between 700 and 800 feet per mile. This canyon empties upon a large unsta- 
ble fan-shaped debris cone of rather recent origin, and the stream as it leaves 
the canyon mouth can, under present conditions, range through an angle of more 
than 90°. 

The stream at floodtime with a comparatively small changing of conditions can 
leave its poorly defined channel bed and continue in any direction over this 90° 
width. The slope of the cone is from 3 to 6 percent. 

Almost unlimited amounts of detritus are in the great moraine, like moving 
rock and gravel slides in the upper canyon reaches. 

It is this combination of steep slopes, intense rainfall and runoff, and unlimited 
mhasses of loose material being transported onto this unstable debris cone that 
made the situation so menacing and dangerous. 

There are six cities and several smaller communities, together with a closely 
built-up urban development of homes and citrus orchards immediately within 
the easily possible course of this rock and gravel-laden stream. Three trans- 
continental railroads, an interurban electric line, three interstate, cross-country 
State highways and innumerable county highways and city streets cross and 
traverse this threatened area. 
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As is true in all of southern California, settlement and development have been 
rapid in this vicinity during the past several years. This location is about migq. 
way between the cities of Los Angeles and San Bernardino and about 25 miles 
from each. Within a very few years this entire distance will be closely pyjj; 
up and densely inhabited. The cities immediately involved are Upland, Ontario, 
Chino, Claremont, Pomona, and LaVerne. 

The increase in assessed valuation of a part of the area in San Bernardino 
County is as follows: 


Assessed valuation 








| 1938-39 1949-50 1950-51 


Ontario City___- i $8, 776, 220 $16, 785, 010 $17, 950, 010 
Upland Clty ............-.- 5, 248, 280 8, 221, 990 8, 286, 43) 
Chino City ; ia aoe 1, 612, 470 4, 598, 920 4, 641, 11 
Ontario outside (west of Euclid Ave.) -_---- : fe ce Ne 1, 555, 100 2, 369, 010 3, 785, 340 
Upland outside (west of Euclid Ave.) * ‘ 469, 287 | ST ee 
Chino outside (west of Euclid Ave.) -_-- bieretek che paige sad 1, 249, 550 2, 373, 000 |_.-- 

| 





The water from the San Antonio watershed is that which is largely necessary 
for the support of these cities and for the support of extremely valuable citrus 
districts, and also for the replenishment of several underground basins from 
which much of the water supply of this area is obtained. The overdraft in that 
portion of the Chino underground basin dependent upon San Antonio Creek is 
now from four to five thousand acre-feet per year. 

Several hundred thousand dollars of local money have been spent in the con- 
struction of conservation works and spreading grounds, but the saving of water 
in time of large floods is feasible only by the detention storage and debris re. 
moval, both of which the proposed dam will provide in satisfactory form. 

Damaging floods have occurred in this stream in the years 1906, 1909, 1914, 
1916, 1922, 1927, 1938, and 1948. Certain statistical data taken from one of the 
preliminary examinations, reports having to do with damage from these floods 
is attached hereto. 

We honestly and sincerely believe that a very serious flood hazard exists below 
the canyon portion of San Antonio Creek, and that the situation is so critical 
that every possible effort that can be made to the end that the stream be con- 
trolled and confined by regulation and channel improvement will be justified. 


Population statistics 








1 280, 800 
25, 54 
10, 174 

8, 654 
150, 000 


1 Increase, 80 percent. 


San Bernardino County has experienced one of the largest increases of popula- 
tion in the State and Nation. 


Population increases from 1940 to 1950*: Percent 
State of California 
Los Angeles County 
Orange County 
Riverside County 
San Bernardino County 
1 Estimate by California Taxpayers’ Association. 


Nore.—Estimates based on calculations by the California Taxpayers’ Association, the 
— Bernardino County Election Department, and the San Bernardino County Chamber o 
ommerce, 








cur 
Ave 
dat 
the 
26, 
six 
On 
nor 
Mo 
Arr 
ing 
C 
The 
the 
(Fé 
bar 
art 
I 
was 
and 
litt 
sou 
a 
ma 
Kas 
Ber 
Sta 
tra 
I 
out 
rail 
501 
cen 
J 
(O) 
tor 
foo 
tha 
wa 
out 
As 
] 
the 
of | 
the 
val 


—— 


950-51 


17, 950, 010 


reek js 


he con- 
r water 
pris re- 


m. 

), 1914, 
. of the 
: floods 


; below 
critical 
be con- 
ed. 


yopula- 


Percent 
43 
34 
32 
3l 
80 


SAN ANTONIO CREEK DAMAGES FROM FLOODS 


[From statistical data in Preliminary Examination Report on Santa Ana River and 
Tributaries dated February 15, 1939] 


Description of flood, flood year 1913-14, page 41 : 

In Ontario, Euclid Avenue was a raging torrent and side streets were full from 
curb to curb. West F Street was badly washed at Laurel Avenue; San Antonio 
Avenue also suffered, as did Vine Avenue. Most of the streets sustained minor 
damages. At A Street, storm waters were turned into a new catch basin and into 
the old storm drain, relieving the flood at A Street and Euclid Avenue (January 
96, 1914). On Fourth Street, the new bridge stood, but there was room for 
six bridges east of it. The Eighth Street Bridge went out (January 27, 1914). 
On East Ninth Street, Ontario, water 6 feet deep and 60 feet wide came from 
north of the Pacific Electric Railway tracks onto a tract of land owned by A. P. 
Moreman. The water went out through Ninth Street and over lots belonging to 
Arron Brest, then south to the Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway, flood- 
ing homes south of Ninth Street (above was local runoff, not San Antonio Creek). 

On Euclid Avenue at 22d and 23d Avenues, great damages was done to groves. 
The wall was washed away north of the Paul Groves and water came down into 
the orchards. The Ninth Street road was washed out as it had been in January 
(Feb. 19, 1914). On the east side of Euclid Avenue, water tore a gulch in a 
barley field above 24th Street out through the Paine Grove to the Stewart 
Grove and flooded that entire section (Feb. 27, 1914) local runoff. 

Upland experienced its greatest rain. Every avenue running north and south 
was filled from curb to curb. In every section, water tore through stone walls 
and ditches and washed orange groves. The Upland downtown district suffered 
little damage, but in the northern part of the city, groves from 24th Street 
south on the west side of Euclid Avenue were badly washed (local runoff). 

The city of Ontario was isolated; all connecting roads were washed out in 
many places. The Southern Pacific Railroad lost sections of track at Etiwanda. 
East of Etiwanda floodwaters cut off Ontario from Colton, Riverside and San 
kernardino near the plant of the Southern California Canning Co., on East 
State Street. Between Upland and San Bernardino the tracks were soft and all 
trains were annulled. 

The new line of the Pacific Electric Railway to San Bernardino was washed 
out in several places. Floodwater went through recently completed fills, leaving 
rails and ties dangling high. The auto road also suffered. Foothill and Valley 
Boulevards were a mass of ravines and gullies in spots where the water con- 
centrated in flood strength (local runoff). 

About 150 feet of flume washed out in the San Antonio Canyon, and the local 
(Ontario) water supply became muddy. San Antonio Creek was a raging 
torrent that swept everything before it. Its floodwaters reached to the Chino 
foothills. It was estimated that the stream flowed 140,000 miner’s inches most of 
that night of January 26. In the hills back of Stoddard’s Canyon the rainfall 
was great adding to the flood in San Antonio Canyon. San Antonio Creek tore 
out the 10th Street bridge and the Southern Pacific Railroad bridge south of 
A Street, 9 miles from the mouth of the canyon (Jan. 27, 1914). 

In the Ontario-Upland area, rainfall for the season totaled 22.47 inches. In 
the northern part of Ontario Groves from 24th Street south on the west side 
of Euclid Avenue were badly washed. A cloudburst in San Antonio Canyon was 
the principal cause, and as usual in cases of damage to orange groves and 
valuable property, gutted by the stream (Jan. 29, 1914). 


Flood year, 1916, page 48 


San Antonio Creek had become a river, washing out its bridges (Jan. 17, 
1916). Damage in Pomona district was established at $500,000. More than 
200 passengers were held up on eastbound trains at Pomona. Twenty-five 
tourists were marooned at Camp Baldy where rain came down at the rate of 1 
inch per hour, sending destructive floods to the valley lands below. A portion 
of the new State highway was washed out in the Pomona district. At Clare- 
mont dynamite was used to divert floodwaters into the old channel of San 
Antonio Wash to save Pomona College buildings from destruction. A number 
of orange groves were damaged by the flood, and ranchhouses stood in 3 feet 
of water (Jan. 18, 1916). The cloudburst caused waters to sweep out of 
San Antonio Wash and cut across the country to the Claremont School for 
Boys, which was surrounded. 
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Flood year, 1921-22, page 50 

San Antonio Canyon was wrecked. Water came from the canyon down Sap 
Antonio Avenue, damaging streets and washing groves badly. The 11th Stree; 
bridge was washed out and washouts of the Pacific Electric Railway and the 
Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway kept these railways out of operatiog 
(Feb. 26, 1922). 
Flood year, 1926-27, page 52 

In San Antonio Canyon a heavy rain had fallen for 48 hours, and the cree, 
rose rapidly at Ice House Canyon. Kelley’s Camp was buried in 10 feet of 


show, and it was expected that the rain would melt the heavy snows augment 
the flood in San Antonio Creek (Feb. 15, 1927). 


Flood year, 1937-88, page 55 

According to the United States Weather Bureau, the storm of February 27 
to March 8, 1988, originated in the north Pacific Ocean west of Alaska, February 
24, 1988, and traveled southeasterly following the coast of Canada and the United 
States, reaching its greatest intensity in southwestern United States in southern 
California, southern Arizona, and southwestern New Mexico. 

In southern California the precipitation occurred during the period of February 
27 to March 3, 1988, and reached its highest intensity during the 7-hour period 
from 3 a. m. to 10 a. m. on March 2. During the period 3.8 inches of rain were 
recorded in Los Angeles, or at an average rate of 0.54 inch for the 7 hours. 
In the mountain areas a greater rainfall intensity occurred during about the 
same 7-hour period, and this caused maximum flood crests in the streams of 
southern California. 

The storm caused great damage in southern California, southern Nevada, 
and parts of Arizona. A large number of homes were completely destroyed 
or badly damaged. Railroads and highways suffered damage estimated at many 
millions of dollars due to the destruction of bridges and roadbeds. Other 
facilities, such as telegraph, telephone, gas, and water were severely damaged, 
For a time all lines of communication were cut off from some localities, except 
those served by airplanes and by radio. In the Los Angeles engineer district the 
loss of life from the storm is estimated at 87, and in addition 9 persons were 
reported missing 3 months after the flood. 


RIVERSIDE COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT 


Mr. Hit. The next witness is Mr. John Bryant, representing the 
Riverside County Flood Control District. 

Mr. Evins. Very well, Mr. Bryant, you may proceed. 

Mr. Bryant. My name is John Bryant. I am chief engineer of 
the Riverside County Flood Control District, Riverside, Calif. I 
am appearing here today in behalf of that district. 

I have prepared a written statement which I would like to file with 
the committee at this time. 

Mr. Evins. We will be glad to receive it. 

(The statement caienewe to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE. RIVERSIDE CouNnTY FL0oD 
CONTROL AND WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT 


Pursuant to the act of Congress, Public No. 406, 75th Congress, approved 
August 28, 1937, the United States Corps of Engineers completed a Flood Control 
Survey Report of the Santa Ana River and Tributaries, Calif., dated November 
1, 1946. Four projects recommended in this report were authorized by the 1st 
session of the 8list Congress in H. R. 5472 which was signed by the President, 
May 17, 1950. Two of the approved projects, the Santa Ana River levees at 
Riverside and the San Jacinto River and Bautista Creek levees, are in Riverside 
County, and two in San Bernardino County. 

Over 17 years have now elapsed since Congress, recognizing the need for flood 
protection in this area, first authorized an investigation on the Santa Ana River 
and its tributaries. During this time serious flood damage and loss of life has 
occurred. The three transcontinental railways and all the principal highways 
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in the area have been incapacitated. All shipments by rail or truck into 
<outhern California have been blocked for as long as 2 weeks in some instances, 
In the 1938 flood there was a loss of life of 15 people in the Riverside area and 
property damage here was estimated at $604,000. i 

We recognize that it would be impossible for the Federal Government to 
provide local protection from all our flood problems, so have initiated a program 
of flood control financed by local taxes. Since 1946 we have spent a total of 
$1,268,000 for flood control in this area. However, large protection works on 
the major watersheds within the area are beyond our financial means, It is on 
these problems that we are asking assistance. 

The Santa Ana River at Riverside drains an area of approximately 800 square 
miles; its channel varies from 300 to 700 feet in width and its banks on the left 
side of the river vary from 3 to 4 feet in height. The estimated capacity of the 
river channel at Riverside is 20,000 cubic feet per second, and the estimated 
peak discharge at this point during the 1938 flood was 100,000 cubic feet per 
second. Overflow of the river at this point may occur from any medium or large 
flood which in turn would inundate approximately 1,500 acres of land in the north 
section of the city of Riverside. 

Numerous attempts have been made in the past to prevent this overflow by 
the construction of rail and wire-fence revetments which in each case were 
subsequently destroyed. More recently, since the 1938 flood, the area was 
partially protected by an earth levee revetted with granite riprap. This levee 
was built by the county of Riverside with State financial assistance at a total cost 
of $120,000. The levee is approximately 15 feet above stream-ber surface, has 
a 20-foot crown width, and 114-to-1 side slopes. The river side of the levee is 
protected by granite rock riprap placed in an amount of 6 tons per lineal foot 
and extending 10 feet below the level of the stream bed for protection against 
scour. The total length of levee constructed is 6,000 feet. This levee provides 
partial protection against most floods for about 500 acres on the left side of the 
river, and the plan of improvement proposed by the district engineer would 
extend this levee downstream of the Rubidoux Bridge, a distance of 14,000 feet. 

Along the right side of the river, the low banks would be overtopped by a 
medium or large flood which would overflow most of the community of Rubidoux, 
formerly known as West Riverside. Nearly 1,800 acres of land on the right 
side of the river are subject to inundation. On this side of the river, many 
attempts have been made by local interest in the past to construct flood-control 
works which have also been destroyed during major floods. After the 1938 flood, 
the county of Riverside, with financial assistance from the State of California, 
constructed a levee which affords partial protection to the community of Rubi- 
doux and which directs the flow of smaller floods into the channel under the 
Rubidoux Bridge. However, a medium or large flood would probably breach 
the levees and overflow most of Rubidoux and might destroy the bridge. The 
plan of the district engineer is to utilize a portion of the existing levee by 
adding to the rock riprap now in place and in addition extending the Rubidoux 
Bridge 750 feet westward and constructing a levee to high ground 5,550 feet 
upstream from the bridge and continuing the levee downstream, a distance of 
5,000 feet from the bridge. 

The Riverside levee project will protect a total area of approximately 3,900 
acres. The damage during the 1938 flood in this area, with an estimated valua- 
tion of approximately $3 million was $604,000. There was an estimated loss of 
life of 15 people by drowing. The present valuation of this area is estimated 
at approximately $16 million, an increase of more than 400 percent. Damages 
occurring now from a flood similar to that of 1938 would be over $3 million. The 
population of this area has more than doubled since 1940 so we could expect no 
less than 30 people to lose their lives in a similar flood occurring today. How- 
ever, due to the crowded conditions of this area, the loss of life would probably 
be much greater. 

The tributaries Bautista Creek and the San Jacinto River, near the towns of 
Hemet and San Jacinto, have an average gradient of 80 to 30 feet per mile 
respectively. The channels are unstable and poorly defined. Local interests 
have since 1908 attempted to provide flood protection. Levees have been con- 
structed and protected against erosion by wire, rail. and brush revetements 
for over a distance of 11 miles. Those levees are relatively low and would be 
breached by a medium or large flood. The recommended. plan proposed 1 levee 
15,580 feet downstream along the left bank of Bautista Creek from the canyon 
mouth to State Highway 74, and a second levee would extend downstream 2,100 
feet along the right bank of Bautista Creek from a hill near Valle Vista to State 
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Highway 74. The levee along the left side of the San Jacinto River woulg 
extend downstream 20,750 feet from a point near the mouth of Bautista Cree, 
The improvements would protect Valle Vista, Hemet, San Jacinto, and valuabje 
agricultural lands covering an area of 13,000 acres and property valued at $11 
million. : 

Riverside County has experienced the same accelerated growth in populatiog 
and increased property values which are typical to other communities in south. 
ern California. Between the time of the flood in 1938 to the date of the district 
engineer’s report, there was an increase of over 50 percent in population, and as 
of 1948, the population had increased 100 percent over and above that which 
existed during the 1938 flood. All indications show signs of continued growth, 
and this growth and the welfare of the entire area is dependent on adequate cop- 
trol of the floodwaters of the Santa Ana River. It is imperative that this flood- 
control work be accomplished at the earliest possible date. 

The President recognizes the flood problems on the Santa Ana River and has 
requested Congress to appropriate $50,000 toward the advanced planning of the 
Riverside levees. For this we are indeed grateful. However, we strongly urge 
the committee and Congress to increase this amount to $100,000 and appropriate 
an additional $100,000 for advanced planning on the Bautista Creek and the 
San Jacinto River levees. 

When Congress requested the investigation of flood control along the Santa 
Ana River in 1937, the Board of Supervisors of Riverside County by resolution 
gave all assurances that the county would sponsor a flood-control project and do 
whatever necessary and required of local interests. This board of supervisors 
wishes now to reaffirm and reassure the Federal Government that the proposed 
plans meet with their approval and that the Riverside County Flood Contro] 
and Water Conservation District still stands ready to assume its obligations. 

Mr. Bryant. I would like to take a few minutes to briefly expand 
on this written statement. 

In 1937 Congress authorized the Corps of Engineers to prepare a 
flood-control survey report of the Santa Ana River and its tributaries. 
That report was completed in 1946, submitted to the Congress, and 
later approved. Four projects recommended in this report were av- 
thorized by this Congress. Two of the approved projects, the Santa 
Ana River levees at Riverside and the San Jacinto River and Bautista 
Creek levees, are in Riverside County. 

Inasmuch as the proposed flood-control measures on these two 
projects are very similar, I will confine my remarks to the Santa Ana 
River levees at Riverside. 

I have brought a picture which I would like to present with your 
permission. 

This is a picture of the Santa Ana River at Riverside looking up- 
stream to the north. The area colored in blue along the lower part 
of the map is some 3,000 acres of land that were inundated in the 
1938 flood. The discharge at this point was 100,000 second-feet in 
that flood. The uncontrolled flow of the Missouri River and the w- 
controlled flow of the Yellowstone River are approximately 30,000 
second-feet. This flood was over 3 times the discharge of those ? 
rivers during high water. 

Hydrologists have told us that the flood of 1938 had a frequency 
of occurrence of approximately once every 50 years, so we are not 
showing you the maximum flood that we know will occur at some 
future time. According to the report of the United States Corps 
of Engineers this stretch of river has a capacity of only 20,000 second- 
feet. In other words, whenever we have a discharge greater than that 


it overflows the banks, inundates the surrounding land, and consider- 
able damage results, 
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The population of the area inundated in 1938 is now twice as great 
as it was in 1938. Property values are five times as great as they were 
in 1938. According to a report issued by the Corps of Engineers, if 
we were to have a similar flood now we could anticipate $3 million of 
damage. According to the report the 1938 flood caused $60,000 of 
damage. 

After the 1938 flood, Riverside County, with the assistance of the 
State, constructed a levee up here [indicating] and constructed an- 
other levee which progresses upstream from this bridge for a distance 
of about 1,800 feet. We recognize, as do the Corps of Engineers, that 
these two levees are very inadequate. We know that the amount of 
$3 million’ in damages is perhaps not great and that you probably have 
had many projects presented to you that show more damages. How- 
ever, there is another factor to be considered which I think it is very 
difficult for any of us to place a price tag on. One thousand five hun- 
dred people lost their lives in the 1938 flood. Under a similar flood we 
would expect over 30,000 people to lose their lives. This is a serious 
problem. The President has recognized the seriousness of it and 
has recommended to Congress $50,000 for advance planning. We are 
thankful for this. However, we feel the time element involved here is 
very serious. Every 10 to 12 years we have a major flood on the 
Santa Ana River and we are long past due. 

I sincerely trust you will see your way clear to appropriate $100,000 
for advance planning on the Riverside levees, and an additional $100,- 
000 for advanced planning on the Bautista Creek and the San Jacinto 
River levees. 

I hope I never have to witness another flood like the 1938 flood on 
the Santa Ana. I do not want to be there and count the dead bodies 
and to answer the questions as to why after the 17 years we have had 
to prepare for another flood adequate controls have not been pro- 
vided. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Bryant. 

Mr. Hitt. Congressman John Phillips may wish to add something 
to Mr. Bryant’s statement. 

Mr. Evins. Congressman Phillips is a senior member of the com- 
mittee and I can assure you that he will take care of your interests. 

Mr. Puitutes. Did Mr. Bryant point out that a major highway was 
completely shut off in the floods? Also, between the two smoke areas 
or shafts [indicating] is the San Bernardino line. During the war 
years the San Bernardino, because of the railroads, the highways, and 
the various defense industries, coming together, that part of the river 
received attention, with our complete concurrence, of course, and we 
stepped aside. I have been assured by the water resources board that 
this matter would be on their priority list long before this, and I am 
beginning to be curious as to how long we are expected to step aside. 

I have no other testimony to give. I think Mr. Bryant made a very 
complete statement. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Phillips. 


CARBON CANYON DAM 


Mr. Hitz. Congressman Utt. 
Mr. Evins. We will be glad to hear from our distinguished colleague. 
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Mr. Urr. I ask permission to submit a written statement at a future 
date for insertion in the record. 

Mr. Evins. We shall be very glad to accord you that privilege. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


I wish to submit the following statement in support of the appropriation cop. 
tained in the Corps of Engineers budget in the amount of $50,000 for comple. 
tion of the report on Carbon Canyon Dam in Orange County, Calif. 

The County of Orange has recently completed a comprehensive study which 
indicates that the Carbon Canyon Dam would permit floodwater control which 
would be of first importance in protecting lives and property downstream from 
the proposed site. The plan evolved by the county calls for the expenditure of 
$40 million, 

Property subject to potential flood damage includes a fast growing number of 
homes and an increasingly large number of industries. 

Carbon Canyon Creek which flows below the proposed dam runs through the 
heart of the city of Anaheim which has a population of 30,059 and an assessed 
valuation of nearly $40 million. In addition, two large Navy installations, Los 
Alamitos Naval Air Station, and Seal Beach Naval Ammunition and Net De- 
pot, are affected by the floodwaters from this creek, 

During the rainy season in southern California the creeks and rivers which 
are dry during many months of the year often become raging torrents and 
spread out over a wide area. In 138 many lives were lost along Carbon Canyon 
Creek and millions of dollars of damage occurred to railroads, highways, and in- 
dustries. While we have not had a repetition of the severity of the 1938 storm, 
considerable storm damage did occur in this same area in 1941, 1943, and 1944 
and in January of 1952. 

In the 19388 flood the Los Angeles County flood-control works were only par- 
tially completed, but even in that stage they saved many lives and prevented a 
great deal of damage. Los Angeles County at that time had a population of 
over 21% million people and an assessed valuation of nearly $2 billion. In that 
storm 32 lives were lost and an estimated $40 million damage was done. 

Comparing this to Orange County, which had a population of 127,000 people 
and an assessed valuation of under $200 million, 45 lives were lost and an esti- 
mated $14 million of damage was sustained (floods of March 1938 in southern 
California, USGS Water Supply Paper No. 54). 

In other words, with storm duration and intensities being approximately 
the same, Orange County with a population of only 5 percent of that of Los An- 
geles County had losses of life almost 11% times and about one-third as much 
property damage as the adjacent county. At the same time while 4,000 persons 
were driven from their homes in Los Angeles County the same number were 
dislocated in the smaller Orange County. Only 1,755 homes were damaged in 
Los Angeles County while the smaller Orange County had 2,100 damaged. 

Economic justification for this dam has increased considerably since Con- 
gress originally authorized the expenditure of funds by the Corps of Engineers 
for this project report. Assessed valuation of Orange County in 1940 was under 
$200 million and now exceeds $600 million. It is steadily climbing because of 
industrial and residential development in the county. 

In the next few years Orange County population will have quadrupled 1938 
at the present rate of increase. Disneyland is nearing completion in the Anaheim 
area and is being set up to handle automobiles at the rate of 3,000 per hour with 
an original estimate of attendance the first year being set at between 4 and 5 
million people. This estimate has now been revised upward to near 9 million 
yeople. 

. The Corps of Engineers has expended some $150,000 which has so far been 
authorized by the Congress and their report is approximately 75 percent com- 
plete and appropriation of $50,000 will complete the report. 

Naturally everyone famiilar with flood-damage potential as demonstrated in 
1988 and other years realizes the seriousness of the threat. County and city 
officials are taking steps to reduce this threat as soon as possible, and it is 
unanimously agreed that the Carbon Canyon Dam is one of the most important 
steps and should be constructed as soon as possible. 

I hope that you and your committee will give favorable consideration to the 
granting of this appropriation so that the work of the Corps of Engineers may 
be completed. 

Very sincerely yours, 
J.B. Urt. 
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Mr. Urr. I would like to present at this time Mr. Willis H. Warner, 
chairman of the Orange County Board of Supervisors; and Mr. J. A. 
Woolley, consulting engineer. 

Mr. Evins. You may proceed, gentlemen. 

Mr. Warner. I would like to make a brief oral statement in regard 
to Carbon Canyon Dam. That is in the Corps of Engineers budget 
in the amount of $50,000 this year. Earlier, in discussing it with the 
water resources board, we estimated the amount necessary to com- 
plete the planning of this project at $125,000. The Corps of Engi- 
neers have indicated that $50,000 was adequate and have included that 
in their budgets, and we wish to support that budget item of the Corps 
of Engineers covering the Carbon Canyon Dam. 

This project is extremely important in Orange County. The stream 
traverses highly developed country, not only residential but industrial. 
Also, important military installations are subject to inundation from 
this stream. 

The stream also traverses the city of Anaheim, with a population 
of 30,000 and an assessed value of $40 million. 

The county is in the process at the present time of developing local 
drainage facilities, and the completion of the planning of the Carbon 
Canyon Dam is very essential to us in the carrying out of that work. 

We would very much appreciate your favorable consideration of 
the request of the Corps of Engineers for the Carbon Canyon Dam. 

Mr. Evins. How far advanced is the Carbon Canyon Dam project? 

Mr. Warner. The plans are 75 percent completed at this time. They 
were interrupted twice, by World War II and by the Korean war. 
There has been approximately $150,000 spent on it and it requires, 
according to the estimate of the Corps of Engineers, $50,000 to com- 
olete it. 

Mr. Evins. You are asking just for the budget request ? 

Mr. Warner. We are asking just for the budget request. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Warner. Mr. Woolley, do you have a 
statement ? 

Mr. Wootry. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, about all I think it is 
necessary for me to do is to reiterate Mr. Warner’s statement as to 
the necessity of moving this project to completion. We have inter- 
viewed the Corps of Engineers to determine just what the status was 
of the plans and the report. They have told us they are somewhere 
between 75 and 80 percent completed. The amount of money to com- 
plete the work is estimated at roughly $50,000. 

The county has proceeded on the basis of this report and employed 
our firm to make a complete comprehensive study of flood control in 
the county for the protection of the lives and property in that county. 
This report was completed and filed with the Board of Supervisors 
of Orange County last. week. 

The Carbon Canyon Dam itself is a most important function of this 
comprehensive plan. No one is actually to blame for the delays in 
getting this done. We have had a couple wars. But Orange County 
ce to have the plans completed so that the next step can be 
started. 

Downstream from the proposed dam is the city of Anaheim, which 
has 10 or 12 industries of major importance. "The Orange County 
problem is to protect its area, but first we must know that this dam will 
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be built. We must make that determination and the progress report 
of the Corps of Engineers is expected to answer that problem. 

I think that is about all. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Woolley. 


SANTA CLARA RIVER LEVEE AND SANTA PAULA CREEK CHAN NEL, STEWART 
CANYON DEBRIS BASIN AND CHANNEL 


Mr. Hitz. Congressman Teague is here in behalf of Stewart Cap. 
yon Dam, Santa Clara River, and Santa Paula Creek projects. 

Mr. Evins, Congressman Teague has been most diligent and per. 
suasive. This is his third appearance before this committee. 

Mr. Tracur. Not on these projects but on others. 

I am appearing in behalf of the Santa Clara River levee and Santa 
Paula Creek Channel, and the Stewart Canyon debris basin and 
channel. 

Somebody told the Ventura County Flood-Control District that 
this committee would like to have 25 copies of their statement. | 
would like to submit on behalf of the Ventura County Flood-Control 
District this statement. 

Mr. Evins. We will be glad to receive it. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF EpwIn L. CARTY, CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, VENTURA 
CouNTY FLoop CoNTROL DISTRICT 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I appreciate this opportunity to present to you 
through the Honorable Charles M. Teague, Member of Congress, 13th Congres- 
sional District of the State of California, a statement with regard to two flood- 
control projects under the Corps of Engineers, United States Army, in the Ven- 
tura County Flood-Control District. The projects are (1) Santa Clara River 
levee and Santa Paula Creek channel, and (2) Stewart Canyon debric basin and 
channel. These projects were recommended in report of survey on Santa Clara 
River, Calif., for flood control, submitted December 20, 1945, by the district engi- 
neer, and report of survey on flood control, Ventura River, Calif., dated October 
15, 1940, submitted by the district engineer, respectively. 

Ventura County is a coastal county, lying adjacent to and northerly of Los 
Angeles County. The terrain is both mountainous and alluvial, combining flood- 
control problems peculiar to both types of terrain. The valley plain areas are 
highly developed; including urban and industrial development; agricultural 
development, with citrus and walnut ranches, as well as field crops; and a large 
oil-producing development. 

(1) Santa Clara River project, as recommended, consists of two parts: (a) A 
levee on the left bank of the lower section of the river, and (6) a channel for 
the lower end of Santa Paula Creek, a tributary. 

The Santa Clara River runs westerly and southwesterly through the county 
to the Pacific Ocean. On the south side lies the Oxnard Plain, which, as indi: 
cated by the map attached hereto, is completely within the overflow area of the 
river should it leave its banks in the lower reaches. This plain is highly devel- 
oped insofar as the urban and suburban communities are concerned, together 
with the attendant commercial and industrial plants, as well as agricultural 
enterprises. It also contains three military installations; namely, the United 
States Naval Advanced Base Depot at Port Hueneme, the United States Naval 
Air Missile Test Center at Point Mugu, and the Oxnard Air Force Base, near 
Oxnard. Both of the naval installations are permanent installations, and nego- 
tiations are in progress with a view to making the Air Force base a permanelt 
installation. . 

U. S. Highways 101 and 101 alternate traverse this plain and join south of 
the Santa Clara River, continuing as one highway across the river and north 
to San Francisco. State Route 118 must also cross the Santa Clara River withi! 
the overflow area. The main line of the Southern Pacific Railroad also traverses 
the Oxnard Plain and crosses the Santa Clara River in the same vicinity as U. 5 
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Highway 101. A few miles above the Pacific Ocean, the river, which is a typical 
California stream subject to high intensity of rainfall and runoff, emerges from 
an area fairly well confined by mountains and hills into the Oxnard Plain area 
where the river has poorly defined banks of sand and gravel. The river is pro- 
gressively eroding to the southwest in the direction of the prevailing downgrade, 
although local works of a temporary nature attempt to maintain a channel gener- 
ally westerly of the poorly defined existing banks. The latest floods have caused 
considerable damage to highway and property ; and it is not improbable that 
a major flood might break through the banks in the neighborhood of State Route 
118 where it crosses the Saticoy Bridge, and form a new channel across the highly 
developed Oxnard Plain, 

Such a breakthrough would sever U. 8. Highway 101, 101 alternate, and State 
Route 118, as Well as the main coastline of the Southern Pacific Railroad. These 
highways serve all traflic between Los Angeles and the north coastal area, and 
the Southern Pacific line is the only direct rail connection between Los Angeles 
and the area. The loss or damage to the highways and railroad, or to bridges 
and approaches would be disastrous. The operation of the military installations 
would be seriously handicapped, and a very serious disruption of traffic would 
be caused, from an area as well as local viewpoint. In addition, with plans being 
made for evacuation of Los Angeles and other cities in connection with civil- 
defense plans, such disruption of transportation arteries is unthinkable. 

The construction of 5 miles of levee on the left bank of the river, as indicated 
on the drawing attached hereto, would prevent further possibility of the Santa 
Clara River eroding a new or enlarged channel south of the present one, with 
consequent damage to urban, industrial, and agricultural lands, and military 
establishments as outlined above, and would also assure an uninterrupted flow 
of highway and rail traffic from the Los Angeles area to the north for all the 
everyday requirements, as well as for the successful operation of the military in- 
stallations and civil-defense plans. This proposed levee is the most important 
part ef the entire Santa Clara River project. 

Santa Paula Creek is a high-velocity stream, the lower portion of which 
travels on a debris cone higher than the city of Santa Paula, which lies adjacent 
to and westerly of the creek. This creek is crossed in the lower section by a 
branch of the Southern Pacific Railroad, which connects the San Joaquin Valley 
route with the coast route. It is also crossed by State Highway 126, which con- 
nects United States Highway 101 at Ventura with United States Highway 99, 
which latter highway runs from Los Angeles to San Francisco via the San 
Joaquin Valley. 

The improvement of this channel would thus protect the city of Santa Paula 
and the adjoining agricultural lands from flooding, as well as insure con- 
tinuous highway and rail traffic on the State highway and the Southern Pacific 
Railroad. 

The extent to which this problem has grown acute can well be indicated by 
comparison of some of the figures presented in the Corps of Engineers report in 
December, 1945, as compared with similar figures at the present time. In the 
report it was contemplated that the average population in the Oxnard Plain 
for the 50-year period, 1946-95, would be approximately 30 percent greater than 
in 1945, whereas the actual population increase to the present time is 70 percent ; 
and it is contemplated that the increase will continue at a rate not less than 
ito 7 percent per year. This growth in population has caused an increase in the 
average values of residential, business, and industrial improvements in about the 
same percentage as the population increase. It is estimated that the present 
population of the area subject to overflow is 41,500. 

A few comparisons of the estimated average values of property in the over- 
flow area during the 50-year period, 1946-95, without flood control, as set forth in 
the Corps of Engineers report, with current estimates of the same value are 
tabulated below. 


Corps of Engi- 

neers’ estimate | 1955 estimated 
average values, values 
period 1946-95 


$13, 449,000 | $17, 590, 000 


Property 


Residential, business and industrial 

Agricultural lands, including crops, irrigation system, meshioey 

_.and equipment, and livestock 23, 129, 000 | 104, 385, 000 

Tr ansportation. 4, 083, 000 5, 025, 000 
40, 000, 000 208, 000, 000 


NS ati 
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(2) Stewart Canyon debris basin and channel is the second project for floog. 
control work in the Ventura River Basin. The first project, a levee on the lower 
Ventura River, has been constructed with Federal funds and is being maintaineg 
by the Ventura County Flood Control District. 

Stewart Canvon is a steep canyon with a watershed which has a top elevation 
of about 6,000 feet and drops down to an elevation of 650 feet in a relatively 
short distance. It then enters into a fairly flat area, and the channel now runs 
directly into the city of Ojai. It is subject to extremely heavy rainfall of shor 
duration with consequent high intensity of runoff and large debris flows. The 
situation was aggravated by a severe fire in 1948, which almost completely ¢e. 
nuded the watershed of protective growth. Following this fire, the Corps of 
Engineers expended emergency funds to construct a temporary sump for the 
protection of life and property. The flood-control district acquired the property 
on which the work was done, as well as sufficient property for the permanent 
debris dam installation. The project is for the protection of life and property, 
as well as of highways, streets, and railroad connection to the city of Ojai. 

Since southern California has been in a severe drought cycle for the past 11 
years, it appears that a wet cycle should be commencing within the next 2 or 3 
years. This approaching wet cycle makes it imperative that flood-control meas. 
ures be undertaken and completed in the near future to avoid possibility of 
severe damage from major floods during the wet cycle, and therefore this report 
is submitted for your consideration. It is requested that, as a minimum, at 
least the planning funds be appropriated this year so that the preparation of 
final plans may be undertaken in order to permit further appropriations to be 
made for the actual construction of the projects in the near future. 

I wish to thank you for the opportunity of being able to present these matters 
to your subcommittee through our representative in Congress. 

Respectfully, 
EpwIn L. Carry, 
Chairman, Board of Supervisors, Ventura County Flood Control District. 


Authorized Federal flood-control projects—Santa Clara River, Santa Paula Creek 
project 


Corps of Engineers estimate of Federal Costs: 
Santa Clara River levee 
Santa Paula Creek 


11940. 


Mr. Tracue. I will not read it all but I would like to emphasize 
certain points brought out in the statement. I will start out by saying 
that it 1s requested that, as a minimum, at least the planning funds 
be appropriated this year so that the a of final plans may 

t 


be undertaken in order to permit further appropriations to be made 
for the actual construction of the projects in the near future. 

The sums requested are $120,000 in the case of the Santa Clara River 
project and $26,000 for the Stewart Canyon project. It is my under- 
standing these items are not in the President’s budget. 

I wish I had a map similar to the one shown you for Riverside 
County, because we have a similar situation. It is quite an analogous 
problem. There is one principal difference. There are three major 
military installations south of the Santa Clara River subject to being 
inundated. These military installations, namely, the United States 
Naval Advanced Base Depot at Port Hueneme, the United States 
Naval Air Missile Test Center at Point Mugu, and the Oxnard Air 
Force Base near Oxnard, have an estimated value of $208 million. 
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Also, United States Highway 101 crosses the river; and the main 
coastline of the Southern Pacific Railroad crosses that river also. 

We have values of roughly $104 million in agricultural lands, $17 
million in residential, business, and industrial property, in addition 
to the $208 million value in military establishments and $5 million in 
transportation facilities. So there is a lot of monetary consideration 
in this thing subject to one of the serious floods that occur in California. 

The other project is the Stewart Canyon project. It is proposed 
to construct a debris basin and channel north of the city of Ojai. 

The situation is that Stewart Canyon is a steep canyon with a water- 
shed which has a top elevation of about 6,000 feet and drops down to 
an elevation of 650 feet in a few miles. It then enters into a fairly flat 
area and the channel which now runs directly into the city of Ojai 
is subject to extremely heavy rainfall of short duration with con- 
sequent high intensity of runoff and large debris flows, resulting in 
severe property damages and loss of life. The only way the small 
city of Ojai, with a population of about 3,000, can be protected is 
by a debris dam or catch basin. 

The statement I have left with you sets forth the problem in greater 
detail. I hope the committee will give consideration to getting them 
started. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you for your fine statement, Congressman 
Teague. 

Mr. Hanno. Let me comment to my friends from California that 
every witness so far has presented his statement clearly and with 
celerity, and I want to congratulate them and the gentlemen from 
California. 


Mr. Teacur. Thank you. 

Mr. Hitx. I wonder if we could proceed out of order and hear from 
Congressman Moss at this time. 

Mr. Evins. Congressman Moss has also been before the committee 
before, diligently representing his district. 


FOLSOM DAM 


Mr. Moss. The first gentleman I desire to introduce has also been 
before the committee before, and I am introducing him at this time 
out of turn because he has another engagement. I would like to pre- 
sent to you Mr. Charles W. Deterding, manager of the County of 
Sacramento, Calif. 

Mr. Evins. You may proceed, Mr. Deterding. 

Mr, Dererping. My name is Charles W. Deterding. I am manager 
of the county of Sacramento. 

The Folsom Dam project is practically completed, 90 percent or 
nore. Weare asking for a final appropriation of $4,150,000 to com- 
plete the project. 

Without going into a lot of detail, I want to express our apprecia- 
tion to this committee for the very courteous way in which you have 
always received us here. I hope someday you can come out to Cali- 
fornia and see the Folsom project so that we may have an opportunity 
toextend to you our hospitality and an expression of our appreciation. 
Ihave the resolution adopted by the Board of Supervisors of the 
County of Sacramento authorizing me to appear before the commit- 
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tee, and I also have a statement I would like to file relative to the 
project. ; 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Deterding. We will be glad to receiv. 
them. 

(The information referred to is as follows :) 


RESOLUTION OF THE BoArp OF SupERvisoRS, SACRAMENTO COUNTY, CaLir., oy 
Foitsom Dam 


RESOLUTION NO. 14,437 


Whereas the Congress of the United States has appropriated funds for the 
construction of the Folsom Dam; and 
Whereas the dam is now approximately 90 percent completed ; and 
Whereas the floodwaters of the American River are still a menace to the city 
and county of Sacramento: Now, therefore, be it 
Resolved, That the Board of Supervisors of the County of Sacramento, State 
of California, earnestly urges that sufficient funds be appropriated to complete 
the work of the construction in the next fiseal year ; and be it further 
Resolved, That Charles W. Deterding, county executive of the county of Sacra. 
mento, be authorized to personally appear at hearings before the proper con- 
mittees in Washington, D. C., to urge the allocation of funds to complete the 
Folsom Dam project. 
Passed and adopted by the Board of Supervisors of the County of Sacramento, 
State of California, this 29th day of April 1955, by the following vote, to wit: 
Ayes: Supervisors Bonetti, Elmer, Hoffman, Kelley, Garlick. 
Noes: None. 
Absent: None. 
[SEAL] JAS. R. GARLICK, 
Chairman of the Board of Supervisors 
of the County of Sacramento, State of California. 
Attest: 
©. C. LaRue, 
County Clerk. 
By Wm. H. Dick, 
Deputy Clerk. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES W. DETERDING, MANAGER, CoUNTY OF SACRAMENTO, CALIF. 


The Folsom Dam is practically completed. Water is now being stored behind 
the dam and by next winter the flood-control features of the project will be in full 
operation. 

The flood-protection levees along the right bank of the American River are now 
the only feature remaining to put the project in complete overall operation. 

The flood-control features of the Folsom Dam are designed to release 115,00 
eubie feet per second. The bankfull capacity of the American River is approxi- 
mately 70,000 cubic feet per second. Provision must, therefore, be provided by 
constructing a levee on the right bank of the American River to protect highly 
developed agricultural lands and urban areas from flood hazards. 

This project was authorized by an act of Congress, second session, 1954, 
H. R. 9859. 

The authorization provides for the extension of the levee along the nort 
bank of the American River approximately 7 miles upstream. The area reclaimel 
comprises 3,300 acres. 

In 1950 floods caused damage in this area in excess of $3 million. 

We are requesting that $300,000 be appropriated to start construction. 

The county will be required to spend at least $500,000 for rearrangement of 
highways and bridges. 


AMERICAN RIVER LEVEES 


Mr. Dererprinea. I would like to make a brief statement with regar! 
to the American River levees. 

The flood-control features of the Folsom Dam are designed ti 
release 115,000 cubic feet per second. The bankfull capacity of tli 
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American River is approximately 70,000 cubic feet per second. It is 
therefore necessary that a levee be constructed on the right bank of 
the American River to protect highly developed agricultural lands 
and urban areas from flood hazards. We are requesting that $300,000 
be appropriated to start construction of that project . 

I want to further join with Mr. Luther in support of the old Saera- 
mento River project for the major and minor tributaries, that are on 
the list for consideration. 

Mr. Evins. Are the funds you are requesting identical with these in 
the budget ? 

Mr. Dererptnc. They are identical with those in the budget. 

That is my understanding. 

Mr. Hux. With the exception of the Sacramento River and Ameri- 
can River. 

Mr. Dererpinc. They are in the budget. I do not know the exact 
amount. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Moss. I would now like to present Mr. George Lodi, chairman 
of the California Flood Control Conference and a member of the 
State reclamation board. 

Mr. Lopr. I do not have a prepared statement. I am not on the 
agenda. 

My name is George Lodi. I want to substantiate the testimony that 
has been presented by the people who have already participated. As 
Congressman Moss stated, I am chairman of a statewide group of 
people that meet annually and discuss budgetary matters and discuss 
the several individual projects for the State as a unit, preparatory to 
presenting them to the State water resources board, which is the agency 
that speaks to the State of California; and as a member of the State 
reclamation board, it is a fellow member of the board who has been 
authorized to speak for them. 

I merely want to say that we appreciate your consideration of our 
projects and also appreciate the diligence that our Congressmen have 
shown in attending these meetings. They have demonstrated to us 
that they are watching out for the problems in their districts. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you. 


SACRAMENTO RIVER MAJOR AND MINOR TRIBUTARIES 


Mr. Hitz. Congressman Clair Engle is here. 

Mr. Evins. It will be a pleasure to hear our distinguished colleague 
from California. 

Mr. Encte. I am here supporting funds for all the California proj- 
ects outlined by the other witnesses who have appeared and who will 
appear, and I am here specifically in behalf of the Sacramento River 
major and minor tributaries projects. 

I regret to say there is no item in the submitted budget for the Sacra- 
mento River major and minor tributaries. 

These are units originally authorized in the 1944 Flood Control Act 
and this particular project, Mr. Chairman, has the unique distinction 
of being built from the back end first. When they started out to build 
the levees on the Sacramento River major and minor tributaries, they 
built the levees at the lower end first. It was like building a house and 
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not putting any roof on it. Asa consequence, the Federal Government 
has spent something over $1 million on the levees on the lower enj 
of this project but the floods of course accumulate up above and go 
around the levees, and as a result the levees are no good and the project 
fails to serve the’ function it was designed to serve because it is not 
finished. 

It reminds me of the time the CAA came to my district and wanted 
to build an airport on a hilltop and decided to build the short runway 
first crossways to the wind, thinking the Federal Government woul 
build the long runway. Today at Alturas there sits a fine airport 
with one short runway crossways to the wind. The long runway has 
never been built. 

We have the same situation on the Sacramento River major and 
minor tributaries. The project in its present status is not economical; 
it will not work on the basis of experiments now made by the Federal 
Government on the project. As I say, it is like building a house and 
leaving the roof off. It will not serve the purpose the way it has been 
constructed. 

I know how difficult it is to get money in a budget where none is 
recommended in the budget, but it is a waste of money to build the 
lower end of a project and leave the upper end unfinished, and leaye 
the Federal Government with a loss instead of a benefit, and I hope 
you gentlemen will give this particular project some attention so that 
it will not stand as a monument to governmental inefficiency and 
blundering. By appropriating $750,000 to complete it, it will serve 
the purposes for which it was designed and will be a profitable under- 
taking for the Federal Government rather than a loss. 

Thank you for your kindness. 

Mr. Evtns. For the information of the committee, when was this 
levee work initiated ? 

Mr. Enete. The project was authorized in the Flood Control Act 
of 1944, and I will ask Mr. Luther to tell you when the work was 
started. 

Mr. Luruer. The first appropriation was in 1950 and there was one 
in 1951, as I recall. 

Mr. Evins. And none since that date? 

Mr. Lutuer. No. They built the lower half and the other half s 
sitting there. 

Mr. Enete. It is ridiculous. 

Mr. Evins. How much has been spent so far ? 

Mr. Luruer. $1.8 million. 

Mr. Enete. $1.8 million going down the drain. As I said, it is like 
building a house without a roof. I want $750,000 to put the roof on. 

Mr. Evrns. You have made a very persuasive statement, and [ as- 
sure you the committee will give it careful consideration. 

Mr. Hanp. Was there any local objection to the plans of the Corps 
of Engineers at the time the work was started ? 

Mr. Eneie. There was not. The Corps of Engineers did it that 
way to satisfy the complaints of some people downstream. They were 
afraid the levees would be built at the upper end and they would be 
left in the lurch, so the people on the upper end said, “Start at the 
lower end first.” 

Mr. Hanp. And the people on the upper end lost ? 
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Mr. Enete. Everybody lost, because the levees will not work as 
resently constructed. The water runs around them. 
Mr. Hann. Thank you. 


SACRAMENTO AND SAN JOAQUIN RIVERS PROJECTS 


Mr. Moss. The next witness is Mr. John M. Luther, manager of 
the California Central Valleys Flood Control Association. 

Mr. Evins. You may proceed, Mr. Luther. 

Mr. Lurner. My name is John M. Luther, from Sacramento. I am 
representing about 60 reclamation districts and all of these projects 
with respect to the Sacramento Valley that have been reported to date 
are in that area that I am representing. 

I have a prepared statement I would like to file, if 1 may, for the 


record. 
Mr. Evins. It will be received. 
(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT By JOHN M. LUTHER, MANAGER OF THE CALIFORNIA CENTRAL VALLEYS 
FLoop CoNnTROL ASSOCIATION 


This statement is submitted on behalf of some 65 reclamation districts in the 
Sacramento and San Joaquin Valleys representing an area in excess of 650,000 
acres. We support the statewide program recommended to the committee by 
the water resources board of California. The projects with which we are 
directly concerned, however, are those which have been authorized for the 
protection of the Sacramento and lower San Joaquin Valleys which include: 

Sacramento River flood-control project 

San Joaquin River project below the mouth of the Merced River 

Sacramento River major and minor tributaries (Butte Creek and Cherokee 
Canal) 

American River levees 

Black Butte Dam and Reservoir 

Folsom Dam and Reservoir 

While this statement will deal with only two of these projects, the association 
supports the appropriations for all of them as presented by other witnesses ap- 
pearing here today. 


SACRAMENTO RIVER FLOOD-CONTROL PROJECT 


The Sacramento River flood-control project was authorized as a Federal 
flood-control project in the act of 1917. The total estimated Federal cost of the 
project is $64,400,000 of which $50,600,000 will have been appropriated for 
expenditure to June 30, 1955. The remaining Federal cost is $13,800,000. 

The authorized project contemplates the control of the flood waters from 
some 27 rivers, creeks, and sloughs by means of leveed river channels, leveed 
bypasses, and the enlargement of the river channel below Cache Slough. The 
project extends from Collinsville on the south to Chico Landing in Butte County, 
and when completed will protect an area in excess of 1 million acres of highly 
developed agricultural lands and rapidly growing urban areas in the Sacramento 
Valley and delta. 

At the present time levees totalling 970 miles have been constructed or re- 
constructed by the Federal or State agencies and landowners. About 60 percent 
of these levees have been constructed by the Federal Government. The remain- 
ing 40 percent have been constructed by State agencies and landowners. The 
remaining work on the project consists largely of eliminating the unstable bank 
conditions along the river, particularly in those areas where the levees have 
been built on the river bank or where, through inadequate bank protection, the 
berms have been lost by caving and erosion. This project represents one of 
long-standing contract between the Federal and State governments. To date, 
expeditures amounting to approximately $150 million have been made, approxi- 
mately one-third of which has been expended by the United States and two-thirds 
by the State of California and other local interests. 
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In order to maintain the present rate of improvement we are requesting ay 
appropriation of $5 million to complete various units of the project. This wij 
include work on Yolo bypass, Steamboat Slough, Sutter Slough, Elkhorn ang 
Minor Sloughs, the Colusa Trough, Feather River clearing, and the Sacramento 
River. Expenditures of this amount would require approximately $1 million 
of State funds for rights-of-way and relocation of utilities, and the State of 
California has in its budget funds necessary to meet all local cooperation 
requirements. 


SACRAMENTO RIVER MAJOR AND MINOR TRIBUTARIES 


A number of units are included in this project which was authorized in the 
1944 Flood Control Act as modifications to the Sacramento River flood-contro) 
project. 

One of these units is Butte Creek for which funds were originally appropri- 
ated during fiscal years 1950 and 1951. This unit consists of channel enlarge. 
ment and clearing on Butte Creek along its lower reaches, levee, and channe] 


clearing along the upper portion of the creek and a diversion structure on Little 
Chico Creek to divert excess flood flows into the enlarged channel of Butte 


Creek. A major part of the economic justification was the Little Chico Creek 
diversion, thereby preventing flood damages in the city of Chico, it being found 
more economical to divert such flows to Butte Creek than to enlarge the channel 
of Little Chico Creek through the city. The 1950 and 1951 appropriations were 
expended by the Army on lower Butte Creek and that portion of the project has 


been completed. Since that date, however, no further funds have been made 
available. Cost of completion of the upper portion is estimated at $750,000 and 
until this work is done the value of the project cannot be realized. 

The State water resources board and the association are requesting a total 
of $2 million to be appropriated for the major and minor tributaries, which 
item includes completion of the Little Chico Creek diversion and Butte Creek 
levees. The balance of the funds are recommended for initiation of construc- 


tion on other units of the project, particularly Cherokee Canal, Mud Creek, and 
Sandy Gulch. 


Summary of appropriation requests on projects in the area of this association 


Sacramento River flood-control project 5, 000, 000 
Sacramento River major and minor tributaries___________--------- 2, 000, 000 
San Joaquin River below the mouth of the Merced River 1, 000, 000 
Pept route symm et bbe debit ab ainda Ailllinal 100, 000 
AmmorTeen River teveee. Coes es Se a ee US 300, 000 
Folsom Dam 4, 666, 000 

Mr. Luruer. I simply want to make a brief statement in connection 
with one of those projects, which is the Sacramento River project. 
The Sacramento River is the second oldest Federal flood-control proj- 
ect in the United States. It was authorized in 1917. The river is ow 
largest California river. It has peak flows up to as high as 500,000 
cubic feet per second. It is a real river, a live river, the year round. 
Its annual flow is 15 million to 16 million acre-feet. 

The project consists of about 970 miles of levees, including levees 
along the lower end of two of the major tributaries. During the last 
few years we have had some substantial appropriations. There is #4 
million in the budget for this coming year to complete that levee work 
and the bank revetment which is required. Our request is for $5 mil- 
lion. However, I think the budget amount represents a satisfactory 
program for the coming year. 

That is all that I have. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Chairman, the next witness is Mr. Douglas B. Cohen, 
« member of the State reclamation board. 

Mr. Conen. My name is Douglas Cohen. I have a prepared state- 
ment that I would like to file for the record at this point. 

Mr. Evins. Without objection, it will be inserted in the record at 
this point. 
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(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Douglas B, Cohen. 
The Reclamation Board of California, of which I am a member, has designated 
me to represent it at this hearing, and with your permission I request that this 
statement be inserted in the printed record. 

For the past 42 years the reclamation board has functioned as the State agency 
designated by the Legislature of the State of California to cooperate with the 
Federal Government through the Corps of Engineers, United States Army, in the 
planning and construction of flood-control work on the Sacramento und San 
Joaquin Rivers and their tributaries. : , 

The reclamation board considers that it is of paramount importance to the 
state of California that adequate funds be provided for all the flood-contro! proj- 
ats that have been recommended to you at this hearing by Mr, Claire Hill, vice 
chairman of the State Water Resources Board of California, 

Those items which primarily concern my board, for which funds are requested 
for the fiscal year 1956, are as follows: 


Sacramento engineering district 
Construction funds: 

American River levees $300, 000 
Cherry Valley Dam 785, 006 
Folsom Dam 4, 150, 000 
Sacramento River: 

Old project 5, 000, 000 

Major and minor tributaries 2, 000, 000 
pe pe alt aa la ae Lone ET a Le SSI a ER 2 PO 1, 000, 000 
Success Dam 1, 000, 000 


Subtotal 14, 235, 000 


Advance planning funds: 
Black Butte Dam 100, 000 
New Hogan Dam 225, VOU 
Terminus Dam 150, 000 
New Melones Dam 200, 000 
Middle Creek 75, 000 


Subtotal 750, 000 


Total 14, 985, 000 


In order that my testimony before your committee will not be a repetition of 
that given by others, I will confine my remarks to the lower San Joaquin River 
project and the American River levee extension project. 


LOWER SAN JOAQUIN RIVER PROJECT 


Levee and channel improvements on the San Joaquin River downstream from 
the mouth of the Merced River were authorized by the Flood Control Act of 
144 (Public Law 534, December 22, 1944, 78th Cong., 2d sess.). The required 
local cooperation for these improvements was authorized by the Legislature of 
the State of California in the Water Resources Act of 1945. Federal funds 
have been utilized to construct related projects but to this date no construction 
funds have been available for this unit of the adopted comprehensive plan for 
flood control in the San Joaquin Valley. The completion and near completion of 
related projects makes it possible for substantial flood-control protection to be 
provided by construction of certain units of the work authorized improvements 
at this time. 

WORK PROPOSED FOR IMMEDIATE CONSTRUCTION 


The work proposed for immediate completion consists of levee construction and 
bank protection between the mouth of the Merced and Stanislaus Rivers on the 
San Joaquin River and isolated bank revetment work below the Stanislaus. 
Upon completion of the New Melones Dam and Reservoir all units of the proposed 
unprovements can be completed. 
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PRIVATE LEVEES INCLUDED IN AUTHORIZED PLAN 


Private landowners in the delta and lower San Joaquin River have spent ap 
estimated $32,900,000 on levees and flood-control works. A large proportion of 
these works will be incorporated in the authorized flood-control system for this 
area. In addition to the immediate protection provided by completing the 
proposed improvements at this time, the reloctaion and setback of existing levees 
and the construction of adequate bank protection in critical reaches will conserye 
the investment in existing levees. Prompt construction in these critical areas 
augmenting the existing levee system will undoubtedly preclude the complete 
reconstruction of important reaches of levee. The frequently quoted schoolboy’; 
adage, “A stitch in time saves nine,” has by its use become hackneyed; nonethp. 
less in respect to these improvements it is true. 

The Legislature of the State of California has before it a plan to provide 
urgent flood protection and reclamation in the area upstream from the mouth of 
the Merced River. This plan is a modification of the authorized flowage eago. 
ment acquisition required for this area as part of the lower San Joaquin project, 
and in no way affects the feasibility or practicality of commencing immediate 
construction of the works for which construction funds are hereby being 
requested. 

It seems almost a certainty that this legislation will be enacted this year ani 
that initial acquisition of rights-of-way leading to construction will start almost 
immediately upon entrance into the new fiscal year. 


AREA PROTECTED 


Generally, the levee and channel improvement project will provide urgently 
needed flood protection to approximately 140,000 acres and to the numerous 
commercial, public, and military installations ; to the vital highway and railway 
transportation routes; and to a large and growing suburban area which is south 
of the city of Stockton. 


Military installations 
Within the area to be protected by the construction of these levees, the follow- 


ing military installations are located: 

United States naval supply annex on Rough and Ready Island. 

Sharpe general depot at Lathrop. 

Sharpe general depot at Tracy Annex. 

Sharpe general depot at Stockton. 

In the floods of 1950-51, the breakdown of rail, highway, and communication 
systems seriously impaired the functioning of the military supply depots listed 
above. These depots combine to handle the greatest tonnage of any depot in 
the United States and represent a Federal investment of about $25 million. 


Major public and private developments 
Industrial and residential area west of Stockton 
Suburban areas along U. 8S. 50 
The Mossdale area (all transportation and communication services, includ: 
ing mainline railroads and highways, were cut off during the 1950 flood) 
The San Joaquin County Hospital 
The Deuel Vocational Institute, a $20 million investment 
The Holly Sugar Corp. 
Port of Stockton 

The State of California has been experiencing a remarkable growth since 
1940. The increase in population between 1940 and 1950 was more than 3,600,000 
people. The population growth of California is continuing and has been e« 
pressed as the equivalent of a new city of 7,000 population each week. The area 
to be protected by these levees has been experiencing this same rapid growth and 
all indications point to its continuation. 

Along with the industrial and commercial growth of this area the gains of 
agriculture have also been quite remarkable. Tabulated below are crop values 
= a of the counties traversed by the San Joaquin River, and farm income fot 

alifornia. 





spent an 
tion of 
for this 
ting the 
levees, 
conserve 
al areas 
complete 
100lboy’s 
nonethe. 


provide 
nouth of 
Ze ease. 
| project, 
imediate 
ry being 


year and 
‘t almost 


urgently 
umerous 
railway 
is south 


e follow- 


nication 
ts listed 
depot in 
lion. 


;, includ: 
flood) 


th since 
3,600,000 
been ex: 
The area 
ywth and 


gains of 
yp values 
come for 


283 


Crop value to farmer 
ee 


County Year 1961 | Yearigs1 | Mer — 


— 


$161, 412, 236 d $104, 998, 100 
: 91,094, 810 

117, 580, 856 82, 746, 110 
325, 579, 150 267, 049, 050 


545, 888, 080 


Increase in 10 years is 294 percent of 1941 values. 


Farm income for California 


$2, 195, 000, 000 | 1950 $2, 271, 000, 000 
2, 151, 000, 000 | 1951 . 2, 730, 000, 000 
2, 133, 000, 000 | 1952 2, 748, 000, 000 
2, 068, 000, 000 2, 598, 000, 000 


From these tabulations it can be seen that these four counties in the San 
Joaquin Valley produce a considerable share, approximately one-fourth of the 
total farm income of the State of California. 


FLOOD DAMAGES 


During the floods of 1950 and 1952 the area along the San Joaquin River below 
the mouth of the Merced River suffered severe damage. This damage approxi- 
wated $4,700,000. Since 1950, as is prevalent throughout California, rapid ur- 
ban and industrial growth has occurred in the area. I am informed that re- 
cent studies show that the project levees on the San Joaquin River, together 
with the storage reservoirs on the Stanislaus and Tuolumne Rivers, would at 
the present time prevent damages amounting to about $10,500,000 with a repeti- 
tion of the 1950 flood under current conditions of development, and about $1,500,- 
00 under similar conditions for the flood of 1952. For the conditions of the 
1950 flood, about $5 million of damages would be prevented if the levee and bank 
reventment work were completed; for the 1952 conditions, about $900,000 of 
damages would be prevented. With the early completion of Cherry Valley 
Reservoir which, under its present schedule of construction, should provide 
flood protection commencing in 1956, the damages to be prevented by the levee 
work would probably be in the order of $7 million should the 1950 flood con- 
ditions be repeated, the balance of the estimated damages to be credited to the 
reservoirs authorized, but as yet unconstructed. 


URGENT NECESSITY FOR IMMEDIATE CONSTRUCTION 


The current rapid growth in population, agriculture, industry, property values, 
and other developments demands that immediate and sustained action be taken 
to provide protection commensurate with this ever-growing need. Floods looked 
uon a few years ago as merely a nuisance would be deemed today a major 
catastrophe due to growth in population and other developments. 


EXTENSION OF LEVEES ON THE AMERICAN RIVER 


This plan for completion of flood control on the American River is in accord- 
ince with recommendations of the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, 
which was authorized by act of Congress, 2d session, 1954, H. R. 9859. 

This project authorizes the extension of approximately 7 miles of levees along 
the north bank of the American River that will protect an area comprising some 
9300 acres, part of which is presently developed into suburban homesites and 
the remainder is potentially in the same category. This community is situated 
lo the east of the capital city of Sacramento and has been subjected to periodic 
fooding and will continue to be seriously menaced unless the levee work is com- 
pleted at an early date. 

This area, in the 1950-51 floods, suffered a flood damage of $3,400,000, of which 
§2,600,000 would have been saved, and the evacuation of 3,000 residents would 
ave been unnecessary had the proposed levee construction been completed prior 
Wo this one flood season alone. 
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The total cost of this project is estimated to be $2,100,000, of which $1,600,(y) 
will be the Federal Government’s share and $500,000 the cost to the State »; 
California. The necessary State expenditure has been included in the capital 
outlay budget of the reclamation board for the fiscal year 1955, and we urge thy 
inclusion of $300,000 of Federal funds in order that construction may be initiaga 
without delay. 

The Sacramento River flood-control project, as originally planned in 1917, gig 
not include the Folsom Dam and Reservoir as a unit of the overall plan. Hoy. 
ever, Congress, by Flood Control Act of December 1944, authorized the Folsop 
Dam as a multiple-purpose reservoir, namely, storage for irrigation, power, ay) 
flood control, with provisions for its operation for flood control in accordane 
with criteria established by the Secretary of the Army. 7 

Folsom Dam on the American River has reached completion. Under the oper. 
tion of Folsom Reservoir for flood-control purposes, inflows into the reseryoiy 
will be stored. Releases up to, but not exceeding, 115,000 cubic feet per seconi 
will be the standard for flood-control operation. 

When the rate of river flow reaches 60,000 to 70,000 cubic feet per second, 
water pours over the right bank of the American River. The proposed operatigy 
of Folsom Reservoir will require the release of quantities greater than 60,000 t 
70,000 cubic feet per second at frequent intervals. 

The phenomenal population increase in the last 15 years taking place in area 
adjacent to the city of Sacramento has resulted in the vital necessity for increas. 
ing the degree of protection from flood menace to lands being rapidly converte 
from agriculture to urban use. 

The legislature of the State of California has passed A. B. 1905 as emergency 
legislation. This bill authorizes and makes available State funds to matc 
Federal funds for this work. 

Mr. ConEen. I am a member of the State reclamation board. My 
reclamation board approves and supports all the items outlined by 
Mr. Hill of the water resources board, and especially all the items 
listed under the Sacramento Engineering District, which comes with: 
in the jurisdiction of our board. 

To save your time I will omit naming the various items which ap- 
pear in my statement and limit and confine myself to the San Joaquin 
River levees for which we ask $1 million in construction funds. 

I may say, sir, there was nothing in the budget. This work qualities 
under the criteria for new starts as it is directly related to the pro- 
tection of industrial, urban, and military installations. The work 
that we are asking to be done will protect these as they are nov 
threatened. 

To mention only one of the projects that it would protect—te 
Sharpe general depot, which we are told handles the greatest mil: 
tary tonnage of any depot in the United States and represents 3 
Federal obligation of over $25 million. ! 

The existing levees on the San Joaquin were built by private m- 
terests and at their own cost and expense and they served their pur 
pose fairly well up until about 10 years ago. As of now the streall 
has silted up to the extent that it does not have the carrying capacity. 
What happens, of course, is that the levees break and we are damaged 
by severe floods. Protecting the levees from erosion is beyond th 
power of the private individuals to do—when it comes to rock re 
vetting these bad places. 

For the past several years the executive budget has provided fun‘s 
for the San Joaquin River levees. This year they did not. The Cor}s 
of Engineers have told us no longer than last April 26 that if funds 
are made available they can start construction work within 90 days- 
they can get going on the project, and they want to get the thing off 


of the ground. 
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In that connection, I would like to support the statements made 
by Congressman Leroy Johnson before your committee yesterday on 
the same subject, and also earnestly urge that the committee make 
funds available for this important project. 

Secondly, I want to heartily endorse the item with regard to the 
American River levees for $300,000. There is an item in the budget 
of $90,000 for planning. 

| would like also to support the statements made by Mr. Deter- 
ding and Mr. Lodi, who testified before me, and possibly Congress- 
man Moss had something to say on this same subject. 

I] wish to thank you for hearing me. 

Mr. Evans. Mr. Luther, who “testified before you, testified to the 
effect that the Sacramento River flood-control project was the sec- 
ond oldest project of this kind in the history of our country. 

Mr. Conen. I believe that is right. I believe that the Mississippi 
River is first. 

Mr. Evrns. It has been going a long time. You are asking for 
funds now that have not been budgeted to do some work in this 
area ¢ 

Mr. Conen. That is right. 

Mr. Evins. How long has the work in the Sacramento River been 
in progress? How much has been done and how much remains to 
be done? I suppose it is a job that can never be done. 

Mr. Conen. I think that it can be completed. 

The San Joaquin River is the second largest river in the State 
and we have never gotten a construction job started on it yet. I 
have been coming back here for 4 years now trying hard to get 
action, but so far, unfortunately, we ‘have not gotten any. 

Mr. Hitt. Would you like to know what has ‘been done and what 
has not been done on the Sacramento River project? I have it here. 

Mr. Evins. Insert it in the record. 

(The matter referred to is as follows:) 


Construction on original old project levees as of January 1954 


| 


Miles | Percent 


| 


Levees in project, total _- — ; ‘ 951.8 | 100. 
Levees constructed __ : : satelite dak wodted d es bu p 937. 5 98. 
Levees unconstructed ath Jo taae soeweel heed ose 14. ¢ 1.! 
Substandard levees... - si 154. 16. ; 
Completed and accepted levees__-_--- ) ti hes ed 525. 55. 4 
Levees under construction. 2 s ‘ ; | 10. 1. 
Standard levees (grade and section) _- wibl bts : , 27.§ 
Levees with surfaced crown roadw: ays_ = : a ‘ 3.9 81.3 
Levees with unsurfaced crown road w: iys_ meeckcacs Sora 125. 2 13. 3 
Levees without roadways._--_--.-------- 44d -bo : . be SFR 5 52. 5.6 





Estimated Federal cost (1955) $64, 400, 000 
Federal funds appropriated to date 50, 611, 500 
Funds requested for fiscal year 1956 5, 000, 000 
Funds required after fiscal year 1956 : 8, 788, 500 
Construction initiated in 1917. 


Status of project as of January 1, 1955 


Construction plans and specifications are 80 percent complete. Construction 
is now about 76 percent complete. Completed major items includes 710 miles of 
levees, 5 weirs, 2 cutoff channels, 2 sets of outfall gates, clearing of about 1,800 
acres of overflow channels and bypasses, considerable bank protection and flood 
channel dredging, 
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Current construction work contemplated for completion in fiscal year 195; 
include levee construction and bank protection on the Feather River on the 
west levee from Rio Bonito station to Cox Ranch and on the Sacramento Rive, 
east levee from Freeport to Georgiana Slough. 


AMERICAN RIVER LEVEES 


Mr. Moss. I would like to outline the problem we have on the 
American River levees which have been referred to by a number of 
previous witnesses. 

We have a 7-mile stretch in the levee system that has not bee, 
constructed. It floods about every third year. 

Mr. Evins. Seven miles uncompleted? How many miles are there 
constructed ¢ 

Mr. Moss. For the overall flood-control project I do not knov, 
There are several hundred miles that have been constructed, but this 
is on the American River and operating in connection with the Folsom 
Dam, which will be completed during the next year. A flood occurs 
there whenever it reaches a flow of about 70,000 second-feet. The dam 
is constructed to release during that peak flood period 115,000 second. 
feet, so we are going to continue to have the floods there until the 
levees are built. The flood in 1951 produced a damage of $3 million. 

Mr. Evins. Is the American River levee project budgeted / 

Mr. Moss. Yes. 

Mr. Evins. For the $7 million? 

Mr. Moss. It is budgeted. There is an appropriation recommended 
in‘ the budget of $90,000. We are asking that it be increased to 
$300,000. The total cost is $1,200,000. The State of California last 
week approved through the legislature, and the Governor signed, 
authority for the State to participate to the extent of $500,000 in pro- 
viding for pumping and relocation of highways and bridge extensions. 
It is an urgent project. We have a flood on that river about every 
three years. The $3 million loss of 3 years ago will be much greater 
next time because the area is one of the most rapidly expanding in 
the State. 

In addition, I would like to urge the committee to support the 
request of the Bureau of Reclamation, the recommendation of the 
Budget Bureau for the final appropriation on Folsom Dam. 

Then there is an item in the budget of $50,000 for further planning 
in connection with Black Butte Dam. We would like very much to 
see that increased to $100,000. I have a letter which I will include 
in my statement from the Corps of Engineers indicating that the 
$100,000 would permit them to finally determine location for that dam 
and it would put them on the road to a more detailed planning for 
recommendations to Congress. 

(The letter referred to is as follows :) 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 
Washington 25, D. C., March 9, 1959. 
Hon. JoHN E. Moss, Jr. 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Moss: On March 2 you asked that you be furnished late information 
on the Black Butte Reservoir. 

The Black Butte Reservoir, to be located on Stony Creek, was authorized by 
the Flood Control Act ot 1944. It is now planned to have a total capacity of 
160,000 acre-feet, of which 30,000 acre-feet would be allocated permanently t0 
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irrigation while the remainder would be used seasonally for either irrigation or 
control. 

= current estimated cost of the project is $15,500,000 and of this amount 
¢101,000 has been allocated to date. It is currently estimated that an additional 
amount of $374,000, or a total of $475,000, would be required to bring the project 
to construction status. This is $24,000 higher than the figure given you verbally 
py Colonel Starbird. The difference is the sum necessary to complete cost al- 
ication studies incident to firming up agreements for repayment. 

The President’s budget for fiscal year 1956, transmitted to the Congress on 
January 17, 1955, recommended $5 million nationwide for advance engineering 
and design of authorized projects. Of this amount a tentative allocation of 
50,000 has been made to resume planning on Black Butte Reservoir. With this 
sum it is planned to establish definitely the site, and to complete the general 
design memorandum. 

You asked whether or not a total of $100,000 might be economically spent in 
fiscal year 1956 if made available. It could be so spent. You asked also what 
additional planning might be accomplished with the increased sum. If $100,000 
were received we would expect to fix the site, complete the general design mem- 
oraundum, and accomplish a sizable portion of the detailed topographic survey 
and foundation drilling needed prior to the preparation of construction plans and 
specifications. 

I hope the above will provide the information you require. Should it not, 
please call upon.me for such additional information that you may desire. 

Sincerely yours, 


E. C. ITSCHNER, 
Brigadier General, United States Army, 
Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil Works. 
Mr. Chairman, I would like to insert into the record a further 
statement on these projects. 


AMERICAN RIVER LEVEES 


Mr. Chairman, possibly the most important northern California flood-control 
project on which work has not started is the 7-mile-long levee on the American 
tiver upstream from the city of Sacramento. 

This important flood-control levee was authorized by the last Congress. For 
the project to provide the flood protection necessary for the fast-growing residen- 
tial and business section near Sacramento, this Congress should provide funds 
to complete planning and start construction. 

To accomplish this objective, a congressional appropriation of $300,000 has 
been requested. Just the other day, California’s Governor approved an appro- 
priation bill passed by the California State Legislature to put up $500,000 as 
the State’s share of the project. This money will be used to by rights-of-way. 

Other local agencies, particularly the county of Sacramento, will spend from 
$500,000 to $800,000 additional on the project. This will be for relocating a 
najor highway across the levee, installing pumping plants for drainage inside 
the levee. and correcting drainage canals. After construction the levee will be 
maintained and drainage facilities will be operated by other local agencies. 

The American River levee is, in effect, the final job to make the Folsom project 
a fully operating flood-control project. Folsom Dam, which is part of the 
Central Valley project, is designed to release a maximum of 115,000 cubic feet 
of water per second under major flood conditions. The river downstream from 
the dam can handle only a maximum of 70,000 cubic feet per second unless the 
‘nile section of American River levee is completed. 

During the last major flood of the area in 1950-51, damage in excess of 
3 hillion was done to the highly developed area to be protected by the new 
levee. Although there is $90,000 in the budget to finish planning for the levees, 
$300,000 could be used to get the project underway immediately. 


FOLSOM DAM 


The budget also includes funds to complete Folsom Dam and I am sure the 
cominittee will approve the appropriation of this money. The dam is part of 
& multipurpose project and is now over 90 percent complete. The initial power- 
Plant already is in operation and irrigation water soon will be available for 


61653—55—pt. 2——-19 
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water-deficient farmland in the area. The $4,150,000 appropriation in th, 
budget will complete Folsom Dam. 


BLACK BUTTE DAM 


Planning funds also are included in the budget for Black Butte Dam, anothe 
important flood control and irrigation project in the Third Congressional pig. 
trict. So far, some $100,000 has been spent to plan this project and the appro 
priation of another $100,000 will permit completion of planning. Although 
$50,000 is included in the budget, the Army engineers report an appropriatig 
of $100,000 will permit the selection of a final site for the project, completig, 
of general design, and topographic maps and all other planning work befor 
construction. 

This project will control flood waters on Stony Creek which yearly adds ity 
rain-swollen water to the Sacramento River and increases the great flood dange 
in the Sacramento Valley. 

In addition, enough new water would be developed to irrigate some 30H 
acres in the upper Sacramento Valley. 

To delay completion of planning for Black Butte Dam would waste thp 
$100,000 already spent. It also would delay construction of a project whic 
will help control floods and also provide irrigation water for an area which 
may soon experience an acute water shortage. 


Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Moss. 


CHERRY VALLEY PROJECT 


Mr. Huw. I would like to call on Congressman Mailliard to make 
a statement. 

Mr. Mamu1rp. I have no real statement to make, except to expres 
my interest in an item that is included in the budget, $785,000 for the 
Cherry Valley project. This is, I believe, a unique project, the only 


one of its kind in the country in that the work is being done by the 
local citizens and the Federal Government has paid for those benefits 
which are of a flood-control nature. 
My own interest is in San Francisco of which city I represent half. 
There are representatives here from each of the three agencies. 
I want to express my interest and support, and to yen Mr. 
t 


Harry Lloyd, who is the manager of this project for 
county of San Francisco. 

Mr. Luoyp. My name is H. FE. Lloyd. I have a statement that | 
would like to file for the record. 


ne city and 


SAN JOAQUIN RIVER 


Mr. Evins. Without objection, it will be inserted in the record 
at this point. 
(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT BY H. E. Lioyp 


My name is Harry E. Lloyd. I am manager of the Hetch Hetchy water and 
power supply and chief engineer of the engineering bureau of the public utilities 
commission of the city and county of San Francisco, Calif. This commissio, 
among other duties, has jurisdiction over the domestic water supply of the city. 

I am appearing before you in the interest of that commission and in support 
of the program developed by the Corps of Engineers, United States Army, for 
the control of floods along the lower San Joaquin River which originate on its 
principal tributary, the Tuolumne River and in particular, with regard to the 
construction of the Cherry Valley Dam in California. 

As you gentlemen may know, the Hetch Hetchy project is on the Tuolumne 
River and is the principal source of domestic water for the city and county of 
San Francisco. The river is also the source of irrigation water for the 300,0 
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acres of farmlands within the confines of the Modesto and Turlock Irrigation 
pistricts. These three agencies have spent close to $200 million in the develop- 
ment of the conservation features of the waters of the Tuolumne River and 
will expend additional sums as required in the future. ; 

In 1940 the Corps of Engineers proposed the construction of a flood-control 
dam on the Tuolumne River, entirely at Government expense. Negotiations 
petween the Corps of Engineers and local interests. resulted in the program 
recommended in House Document No,2 of the 78th, Congress, This recommenda- 
tion was accepted by the Congress and became part of Public Law 534, in De- 
cember of 1944. } 

The law contemplates the use of 5 existing and 2. proposed reservoirs owned 
and operated by local interests for ‘flood control as well as for conservation pur- 

ses. The reservoirs are to be operated for flood control in accordance with 
rules and regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the Army. 

By contract No. DA-04-167 Eng.—38, certified September 26, 1949, between the 
United States of America and the city and county of San Francisco, Turlock 
Irrigation District and Modesto Irrigation District, the rules and regulations 
prescribed by the Secretary of the Army were set forth and the monetary value 
of the flood-control service to be performed by local interests, estimated at $12 
nillion, was established. 

Payment by the Federal Government is being made only for tie flood-eontrol 
benefits received. I. wish to make it very clear to you: gentlemen; that the 
Federal Government has not been asked for any money for conservation purposes. 

Under the terms of the referenced contract, flood controbis to be accomplished 
in three steps : 

1. By December 1, 1949, operate existing facilities, owned by local interests, 
for flood control. ‘These facilities have a storage capacity of 720,000: acre-feet. 

2. By December 1, 1951, complete Cherry Valley Reservoir with a capacity 
of 260,000 acre-feet. 

3. By December 1959, complete the new Don Pedro Reservoir with a capacity 
of 1,200,000 acre-feet. 

The above schedules are contingent upon adequate financing, both Federa} 
and local. 

Local interests since December 1, 1949, have been operating their facilities in 
the interest of flood control in accordance with their contract obligations. 

The facilities necessary to perform step 2 are now being constructed. The 
small size of the initial appropriations in 1948, 1949, and 1950 has delayed the 
completion date of step 2 until 1956 and added materially to the cost, which 
additional eost has been provided by the city and county of San Francisco. 
To date, and over a 7-year period, of the estimated Federal payment of $12 
nillion to be made, $8,470,000 has been appropriated, of which $8,222,811 has 
been advanced to local interests. 

By separate agreement between the Corps of Engineers and local interests the 
flood control provided under step 1 has a value of $4,600,000, and under combined 
steps 1 and 2 a value of $9 million. The remaining $8 million is allocated to 
the construction of the New Don Pedro Dam. 

The value of this service as well as the necessity for step 2, namely, the building 
of Cherry Valley Dam, was demonstrated during the devastating floods of Novem- 
ber and December of 1950. 

The existing structures captured the November flood on the Tuolumne River. 
which reached a mean daily flow of 86,745 cubic feet per second on November 19. 
during which a controlled release was maintained below Don Pedro. A second 
mean daily peak of 47,474 cubic feet per second on December 4 was also con- 
trolled. However, by December 8, 1950, all of the existing Tuolumne River 
Reservoirs were full, and an uncontrolled flow of 64,500 cubic feet per second 
was discharged into the San Joaquin River. 

It was this last flow which flooded the city of Modesto and contributed to the 

breaking of the San Joaquin levee system below the Mossdale Bridge, resulting 
in damage, estimated by the Corps of Engineers at $5,746,000. 
_Studies developed by our engineers have demonstrated that had the Cherry 
Valley Dam. been completed ‘at that time, the maximum flow reaching the San 
Joaquin River from the Tuolumne River would not have exceeded 12,000 cubic 
leet per second, 

The Cherry, Valley Dam, for which the final Federal appropriation is being 
requested, will be completed and im operation during the fiscal year 1955-56; 


thus making available|an additional 270,000 acre-feet of storage capacity on the 
river, 
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As stated previously, this project differs from most of the others before y 
in that local interests are building the necessary structures and are providine 
all of the money necessary for the construction of the various features of the 
project in excess of the value of flood-control services. , 

Our contract with the Federal Government provides that city and Feder, 
funds be spent on a pro rata basis of the estimated $14,200,000 cost of aes 
of the project now under construction. : 

Dams and reservoirs, owned by local interests, and now being used under 
step 1 of this project, could not be built for less than $50 million at this time 

The total Federal payment to local interests for the flood control service 


provided in the structures built or building, under steps 1 and 2 above, js 
estimated at $9 million. j 


Funds expended or committed to date 


Preliminary surveys and planning 

Construction completed : 
Access roads $1, 135, 500 
Power and communication 119, 000 
Camp at dam site 237, 100 
Diversion tunnel and foundation excavation 
Dam embankment 


$198, 000 


Bw 6, 342, 600 
Construction in progress : 


Dam embankment 
Guetints wehvel. Seiie..esi in ei en a 
Spillway and control works 


4, 827, 500 
Engineering and general expense 


12, 283, 500 
Additional funds to be expended or committed prior to June 30, 1956 


Service road $30, 000 
Reservoir clearing 500, 000 
Cherry-Eleanor tunnel 1, 050, 000 
Stream-gaging station 20, 000 
TRNSANOECTING ADU. GENCTA]. CTMONSC 4... 0 meinen wees cnmdn enn sees 200, 000 
Contingencies and miscellaneous 116, 500 


1, 916, 500 


Total funds expended or to be committed prior to June 30, 1956 14, 200, 000 
Project expense for Corps of Engineers___-.--.----------------~--- 255, 000 


Total cost 14, 455, 000 
Financed from city funds 5, 200, 000 


Estimated total Federal cost 9, 255, 000 
Appropriated to date 8, 470, 000 


Federal appropriation requested 785, 0000 


I am informed that on recommendation of the Corps of Engineers, the Bureal 
of the Budget has recommended an appropriation of $785,000 for this project 
for the forthcoming fiscal year. The city of San Francisco as the constructins 
agency in this case, concurs in the recommendation and urges this committe 
to allow the full amount recommended in the Budget. 

This is the final appropriation of Federal funds required to finance steps | 
and 2 of the contract between the Federal Government and local interests for 
the control of floods on the lower San Joaquin River and will complete the 
Cherry Valley Dam under step 2 thereof. 

Gentlemen, as this will be my final appearance before your committee 2 
connection with the Cherry Valley Dam, may I state that much favorable 
comment has been received regarding the project throughout the years. Here 
we have a project that has been developed with the fullest cooperation of the 
Federal Government, a large metropolitan area, and extensive agricultural 
areas in California. 
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I want to express my personal appreciation, and that of the city and county 
of San Francisco, for the courteous and understanding reception the city’s 
representatives have had before the committee each year since 1948, 

| thank this committee most sincerely for its kind attention. 


Mr. Luoyp. I am manager and chief engineer of the Hetch Hetchy 
water supply of the city and county of San Francisco. I am appear- 
ing here at the direction of the public utilities commission of the city 
of San Francisco, which body, among other duties, controls the 
water supply of the city. 

I also want to support the program developed by the Corps of 
Engineers in 1938, which was later authorized under the flood-control 
bill of 1944, wherein, as Congressman Milliard has stated, the corps 
and Federal Government was to participate in the financing of this 
project only insofar as flood-control benefits were concerned. The 
local agencies were and are building the project and are supplying all 
the other plans necessary for it. 

Briefly outlined, the project is divided into 3 stages, the first one of 
which the local interest agreed to operating their existing facilities 
which consisted of 5 reservoirs, in accordance with plans and rules 
and regulations prescribed by the Corps of Engineers, and the second 
step was to construct an additional reservoir which is the subject of 
this particular legislation at this time, namely, the Cherry River 
Reservoir. 

The purposes of this project is to prevent the devastating floods 
from the Tuolumne River upon which San Francisco depends for its 
immense water supply coming down into the San Joaquin and con- 
tributing toward the devastation in areas such as Mr. Cohen was just 
speaking about. 

This project has been under construction, and will be completed this 
year—the Cherry River phase of the project—and we are here at this 
time asking that the final appropriation of $785,000 to be made. 

I am informed that the Corps of Engineers has recommended that 
amount. It is in the budget. That will complete the second phase 
of this development. 

There are two gentlemen here representing the Turlock Irrigation 
District and the Modesto Irrigation District who would like to testify. 
There is full cooperation between the Federal Government and a 
large metropolitan area, and two of the largest agricultural areas in 
the United States all working cooperatively on the development. 

This will be, I should say, our final appearance before the committee 
in connection with the Cherry River Valley Dam. I may say there 
ismuch favorable comment about this project throughout the Nation. 

I want to express my personal appreciation on behalf of the city 
and county of San Francisco for the courteous treatment we have 
received in coming here. I thank you most sincerely for all that this 
committee and its predecessors have done in this regard and urge that 
the full amount as recommended in the budget be appropriated this 
time, 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Lloyd. While I have not been here 
all along, I am sure that you have done valiant work for your county 
and district in appearing before the committee. You indicated that 
you will not be coming back any more. I am sure we will miss not 
seeing you. 
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CHERRY VALLEY DAM AND RESERVOIR 


Mr. Evins. The committee will be glad to hear the statement of 
Congressman John F. Shelley. 

Mr. Surtiey. Mr. Chairman, I am here today on my annual queg 
for approval of funds to complete the Cherry Valley Dam and Reser. 
voir with the necessary additional construction features to provide 
water for the city of San Francisco and to control floods along the 
Tuolumne and San Joaquin Rivers. I am happy to say that this wil] 
be my last appearance before the subcommittee for this oe pur- 
0Se, Since the $785,000 approved by the Bureau of the Budget for 
fiscal 1956 will, when appropriated, be the final payment to fulfill the 
Federal Government’s obligation on the Cherry Valley project. 

As the members of the subcommittee know, the Cherry Valley 
project is unusual in that construction was not undertaken by the 
Corps of Engineers. The contracts were let by the city after the 
Federal Government had obligated itself, through Public Law 53 
of the 78th Congress, to repay to San Francisco that portion of costs 
determined to be the value of the flood-control features of the project, 
The Government’s share of the total cost has been set at $9,255,000, 
The $785,000 to be appropriated for fiscal 1956 will be the last install- 
ment on that obligation, and will permit completion of the last phase 
of the project during the coming fiscal year. 

It is unfortunate that the delay in appropriating sufficient fund 
in the early phases of the project construction prevented completion 
of the water storage facilities in time to prevent flood damage during 
the late 1940’s and early 1950’s; however, the worth of the project 
from the flood-control standpoint has been well demonstrated since 
that time in that it has permitted impounding sufficient Tuolumne 
River water during flood periods to prevent a repetition of the lower 
ralley floods since that time. I know that the people of the area ar 
grateful to the subcommittee for the fine cooperation given the city 
of San Francisco in recent years which has permitted uninterrupted 
progress in construction, and the city itself is looking forward to con- 
pletion of the connecting water systems so that we may enjoy the 
full benefits of the reserve water supply which the project assures 
to us. 

Mr. Chairman, for myself and for San Francisco I want to thank 
you and the members of the subcommittee for your understanding 
and cooperation on this project in past years and to express the earnest 
hope that you will again do the needful by approving the city’s request 
for funds to compete the Cherry Valley project. 

Mr. Evrns. Thank you, Mr. Shelley. 


TUOLUMNE RIVER, CALIF. 


Mr. Hix. The next witness is Mr. Abner M. Crowell. 

Mr. Crowetu. My name is Abner M. Crowell, president of the boar! 
of directors of the Turlock Irrigation District. I have a prepare 
statement. 

Mr. Evins. It will be inserted in the record at this point. 
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(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF ABNER M. CROWELL 


My name is Abner Crowell and I am president of the board of directors of 
the Turlock Irrigation District in Stanislaus and Merced Counties, Calif. The 
Turlock Irrigation District supplies irrigation water to an area of 168,000 acres 
in diversified crops and generates and distributes power within the area. Our 
canals, dams, reservoirs, powerplants, transmission and distribution lines, sub- 
stations, pumps, and structures have been financed by general obligation bonds 
and direct taxes on the land since the organization of the district in 1887. 

The Turlock Irrigation District, the Modesto Irrigation District, and the city 
and county of San Francisco under a contract with the United States of America 
jated August 29, 1949, are obligated to operate their existing storage reservoirs 
in accordance with rules and regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the 
Army in order to obtain immediately a degree of control over Tuolumne River 
foods. In the comprehensive plan of development of the Tuolumne River the 
Government pays for flood-control benefits only. 

The Cherry Valley Reservoir is expected to be completed and in operation by 
1956. Completion of the Cherry Valley Reservoir will provide 268,000 acre-feet 
of additional storage on the river and make possible an economical power devel- 
opment below the dam. This power is now needed to meet the growing demands 
of the city of San Francisco and the districts. The final project of the compre- 
hensive plan of Tuolumne River development, the New Don Pedro Dam, as 
provided in the agreement of June 30, 1949, between the districts and the city and 
county of San Francisco will be started about 1960 and with its completion the 
Tuolumne River will be fully regulated by the five reservoirs owned and operated 
by the irrigation districts and the city and county of San Francisco. Surveys 
have just been completed indicating that a storage capacity of 1,952,000 acre-feet 
will be provided by the proposed New Don Pedro Dam, 515 feet high. 

Large storage capacity on the river will result in a regulated annual release 
of about 1.6 million acre-feet as compared with a dry year natural runoff of 
(00,000 acre-feet and a wet year natural runoff of 5 million acre-feet. Flood 
low peaks of 100,000 second-feet will be reduced to 7,000 second-feet at the San 
Joaquin River. This means a maximum use of the Tuolumne River for domestic 
water supply, irrigation, flood control, and electric power. 

The construction of the Cherry Valley Dam is under the jurisdiction of the 
city and county of San Francisco and details of expenditures made to date and 
to be made are being filed before the committee by the Public Utilities Commis- 
sion of the city and county of San Francisco. 

We earnestly hope that the final appropriation of $785,000 will be made avail- 
able so that the project will be completed next year. I wish to thank you for 
the consideration which your committee has always extended to the irrigation 
districts. 

Mr. Croweuu. I would like to concur in what Mr. Lloyd has said. 
We in the Turlock district have been very happy to be a party to this 
overall agreement with the Federal Government in rendering a flood- 
control service to them. We have been using our project for flood con- 
trol since 1949. Weare most happy to conclude the building of Cherry 
Dam. 

Mr. Lloyd said that this would probably be his last appearance. 
Perhaps we should say temporarily. I will go along with that. 

I want to say to the committee that we have enjoyed working with 
you. We appreciate what you have done. Rather than having appro- 
priations turned down, we would like to come back and pay a visit. 
We do request the amount in the present President’s budget of 
555,000 be granted this year. 

Mr. Hitt. Our next witness is Mr. Milton L. Kidd, a member of 
he board of directors of the Modesto Irrigation District. 


Mr. Kipp. My name is Milton L. Kidd, and I have a prepared state- 
ment. 
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Mr. Evins. The statement will be inserted in the record at thi 
point. 
(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Mitton L. Kipp RELATING TO FLOOD CONTROL ON THE TvuOLUMy 
RIVER IN CALIFORNIA 


My name is Milton L. Kidd. I am a member of the board of directors of thp 
Modesto Irrigation District and have served in that capacity for over 20 year, 
and in February was relected to that position again for the sixth 4-year term. 

In 1944, the 78th Congress, 2d session, adopted Public Law No. 534, authorizing 
flood control upon the lower San Joaquin River and its tributaries, including thy 
Tuolumne River. 

In accordance with this law a comprehensive plan was developed for the 
control of floodwaters in the two rivers I have just named. 

This was divided into three parts—the first was for the districts to operate thejy 
existing reservoirs for flood control in addition to their conservation features 
The second was for the construction of Cherry Valley Dam and Reservoir anj 
the third part was for the construction of New Don Pedro Dam and Reservoir, 

In August of 1949, the Turlock and Modesto Irrigation Districts and the city 
and county of San Francisco entered into a contract with the United State 
of America to operate their facilities on the Tuolumne River for flood contrg 
and to construct additional facilities to assist in this respect. Cherry Valley 
Dam and Reservoir was one of these. The city and county of San Francisco voted 
$4 million in bonds to pay for their share of this dam. 

I have been appearing before this committee each year in regard to the annual 
appropriations for this dam. It appears that this portion of the project ca 
be completed and in operation during 1956 if an appropriation of $785,000 is made 
for this purpose. 

We call to your attention that the irrigation districts have been operating 
their reservoirs now for a number of years to give some flood-control protection 
to the Tuolumne and lower San Joaquin Rivers. This has not been without some 
risks to their own water supply. Completion of this dam during the coming year 
would alleviate this and also give added flood-control protection. 

Completion of this dam would place in operation the second phase of the 
flood-control program for the Tuolumne River. 

The third and final phase of the comprehensive plan will be when the New 
Don Pedro Dam and Reservoir is built. The irrigation districts have already 
had aerial surveys and reservoir capacity studies made and will have a geology 
report within the next 2 months. All this is being done at their own expense. 

We appreciate the past courtesies of your committees and would more than 
welcome an appropriation this year of sufficient size to complete the Federal 
Government’s contribution toward Cherry Valley Dam. 


Mr. Kipp. The people of my district are tremendously satisfied and 
pleased with the way that Congress has accepted our presentation: 
here. Even though we are 4 years behind on the original agreement 
under which we began to work with the Army engineers, we are com 
pleting this year the second phase of this program on the river. 

I am not even referring to not coming back because, like Mr. Lloyd 
and Mr. Crowell, we will be interested in the third phase, which is at 
even greater project, and under which there are contractual agree 
ments between the Army engineers, the city of San Francisco, and the 
agricultural area that I represent. 

We shall work on that project and get it completed sometime it 
the not too distant future. Again may I express to you our sincere 
appreciation for the way you have received our projects in the past. 
I will return with the full knowledge we will get good consideration 
in the times ahead. 

Mr. Hitz. Our next witness is Congressman Scudder, speaking fot 
the Middle Creek project in his district. 

Mr. Evins. I think that Congressman Scudder has been before this 
Appropriations Committee at least three times this session. I for 
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merly served on a committee with him and he visited my area in Ten- 
nessee. I understood that you represented the northern district of 
(‘alifornia and now you are representing this central section ? 


MIDDLE CREEK FLOOD-CONTROL PROJECT 


Mr. Scupper. That is not quite correct. This is still in the northern 
part of the State of California. 

Mr. Chairman, I am Congressman Hubert B. Scudder, representing 
the First Congressional District of California, and am appearin 
today in the interest of the Middle Creek flood-control project saaive 
near the community of Upper Lake, Lake County, Calif. 

Last year I introduced a bill (H. R. 9024) to authorize works of 
flood control on Middle Creek substantially in accordance with recom- 
mendations of the Chief of Engineers as printed in House Document 
367, 8lst Congress. 

The project was adopted and authorized under “Title I1: Flood 
control,” of Public Law 780, 83d Congress, at an estimated Federal 
cost of $1,110,000. Non-Federal costs are estimated at $790,000. 

As computed by the Army Corps of Engineers, the benefit-cost ratio 
of this project is about 1.7 to 1. 

The units of the authorized project covered in the Federal cost com- 
prise the improvement of 1.1 miles of existing levee and construction 
of 0.2 mile of new levee on the left bank of Middle Creek between 
Clear Lake and Scott Creek; the construction of levees on both banks 
and improvement of the channel of Middle Creek for a distance of 
3.6 miles upstream from Scott Creek ; the construction of a levee along 
the left bank of Scott Creek extending 1.3 miles upstream from its 
confluence with Middle Creek; the construction of a weir across Clover 
Creek below the mouth of Alley Creek to limit the flow therein to its 
present channel capacity; and the construction of a leveed bypass 
channel extending for a distance about 0.8 mile from the proposed 
weir on Clover Creek to Middle Creek. 

The non-Federal obligation includes the estimated costs for the 
acquisition of approximately 430 acres of rights of way and flowage 
easements ; the relocation of 0.5 mile of State highway and 0.4 mile of 
county road; and reconstruction or replacement of 7 bridges, includ- 
ing 1 on a State highway, 4 on secondary roads, and 2 on farm access 
roads; and the relocation of 2 buildings. 

The project will afford protection to an area of some 2,700 acres of 
highly developed agricultural lands located along the lower reaches 
of Middle, Scott, and Clover Creeks—as well as providing needed 
protection to the community of Upper Lake which is situated on both 
banks of Clover Creek downstream from the proposed control weir. 

The community of Upper Lake is partially flooded at an average 
irequency of 3 times per year and almost the entire town is flooded 
once in 10 years. 

It is estimated that a recurrence of the 1937 flood on Middle Creek, 
under present conditions, would cause damages in the amount of 
$800,000. The recurring flood conditions and resultant damage to 
property and structures would be prevented by the recommended im- 
provements. 

The Lake County Board of Supervisors, by resolution dated Jan- 
uary 21, 1955, requested the California State Water Resources Board 
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to investigate the project and make recommendations on the same, 4 
favorable report was issued and, on March 4, 1955, was formally 
approved by the State board. In brief, the report finds the projec 
economically feasible on the basis of estimated costs, and stresses jts 
immediate need for the reasons of flood control. The findings anq 
conclusions of the State water resources board have been approved 
by the California State engineer, and legislation authorizing local par. 
ticipation has been introduced in the State legislature. 

In March of this year I discussed this project with the Corps of 
Engineers, and was advised that it is eligible for planning money. 
From information I have obtained, both from the Corps of Engineers 
and the California State Water Resources Board, the funds neces. 
sary for planning would be from $70,000 to $75,000. 

Therefore, owing to the necessity of the Middle Creek project from 
the standpoint of flood control, I respectfully urge this committee to 
give favorable consideration to this request and recommend the in. 
clusion of planning funds in the Federal budget for fiscal year 1956. 

As you know, this is a project that will be supported by Federal, 
State, and local money. We will appreciate very much the considera. 
tion of the committee for the opportunity of bringing this to a plan- 
ning stage where we can see some future in the reclamation project. 

I appreciate very much the time that you have given me. 


SUCCESS DAM FLOOD CONTROL PROJECT—-TERMINUS DAM FLOOD CONTROL 
PROJECT 


Mr. Hitz. Congresman Hagen appeared this morning. I have Mr. 
Alexander here, engineer and manager of the Lower Tule River Ir. 
gation District. 

Mr. ALExANpDER. I am W. A. Alexander, registered civil engi- 
neer and chief engineer and manager of the Lower Tule River Irriga- 
tion District. 

I have a statement here that I would like to file with the committee. 

Mr. Evins. Without objection, it will be inserted in the record a 
this point. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT ofr W. A, ALEXANDER 


I am W. A. Alexander, of Porterville, Calif., chief engineer and manager of 
the Lower Tule River Irrigation District, requesting funds for Success and 
Terminus Dams. I am appearing along with Raymond Williams, of Porterville, 
chairman of the Tule River Flood Control Association, in behalf of the following 
organizations who are requesting an appropriation for the construction of Success 
Dam, and have resolutions which may be filed with the committee authorizing 
our appearance here. They are: 

County of Tulare 

Lower Tule River Irrigation District 
Woodville Chamber of Commerce 
Porterville Chamber of Commerce 
Pioneer Ditch Co. 

City of Porterville 

Tule River Riparianists Association 
Tulare County Water Commission 
Porterville Irrigation District 

On behalf of Terminus Dam I am representing Tulare County, Kaweah-Delta 
Conservation District, Tulare County Water Commission, and the city of Visalia. 
I have resolutions which I will file with the committee showing my authori- 
zation. 
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All of these organizations and the people whom they represent—City, urban, 
and farm population—are in the direct flood plain of these two rivers. They 
have been seriously damaged by floods in the past and due to the increased popu- 
ations in the city and urban areas and increased development of rich agricul- 
tural land lying along and adjacent to these stream systems, the potential 
food damage becomes greater with each year that these rivers are left uncon- 
trolled with a serious flood threat at all times. 

The proposed Terminus and Success Dams are to be located on the Kaweah 
and Tule River, respectively, in Tulare County, Calif. The construction of these 
jams will complete the coordinated flood-control plan authorized by Congress in 
1944 for Kings, Kern, Kaweah, and Tule Rivers. This plan is for the prevention 
of flood damages from all four rivers to public roads, bridges, fertile developed 
agricultural lands, the urban and city property located along the rivers, and the 
protection of the rich agricultural land in Tulare Lake Basin. 

The job is now two-thirds completed. Pine Flat Dam on the Kings River and 
Isabella Dam on the Kern River have been constructed at a cost of $63 million. 
We urgently request that the committee continue the orderly development of 
this coordinated flood-control project by recommending and supporting the re- 
quest for necessary funds to commence work on Success and Terminus Dams. 

The estimated cost of Success and Terminus Dams is $29 million, of which 
approximately $700,000 has been expended to date in planning by the Army 
engineers. We urge your committee to consider an appropriation of $1 million 
to complete the advance planning on Success Dam and commence construction. 
The advance planning, including allocation of irrigation benefits for Success 
Dam, would require $110,000. The additional money would be used to acquire 
rights-of-way, relocation of facilities, and commence a portion of construction 
during this fiscal year. 

In regard to Terminus Dam, it is requested that your committee allocate 
$150,000 to complete the advance planning along with the allocation study to 
determine irrigation benefits. 

The development of farmlands along these streams is increasing each year and 
the potential flood damage becomes greater as each year passes with uncontrolled 
runoff. Floods on these streams are not only a financial loss to the individual 
property owners, but a financial loss to the economy of the United States. 
There is also a direct loss in income tax revenue to the Federal Treasury. Sound 
economics call for the construction of these dams immediately. 

Local interests have taken all measures within their means to solve the prob- 
lem but without success. ‘They have done channel rectification, cleaning, and 
formed levee districts and private individuals along these rivers have con- 
structed their own levees and cleared channels, but are unable to cope with the 
situation without help. 

The following is a brief history of the actual conditions on each project: 


SUCCESS DAM FLOOD CONTROL PROJECT, TULE RIVER, TULARE COUNTY, CALIF. 


The construction of Success Dam was authorized and approved by Congress 
in Public Law 534, 78th Congress, 2d session, H, R, 4485, adopted the 22d day of 
December 1944. 

The purpose of this project is to provide flood control protection for (1) the 
city of Porterville and surrounding urban areas; (2) thousands of acres of rich 
agricultural lands along the Tule River and in Tulare Lake Basin; and (3) 
State and county roads and bridges. 

The city of Porterville is situated approximately 5 miles west and downstream 
from the proposed Success Dam site, adjacent to the Tule River which flows 
along the south side of the city. Porter Slough is a branch of the Tule River 
which flows directly through the center of the city. The city of Porterville and 
the urban areas surrounding the city have been repeatedly subjected to floods 
from high flows in the Tule River and Porter Slough. 

The course of the Tule River upon leaving Porterville is in a westerly direction, 
and it divides into several channels traveling for a distance of approximately 
36 miles before it terminates in the Tulare Lake Basin. The river in its several 
channels throughout this 36-mile stretch flows through highly productive farm- 
land which has been subjected to periodic floodings during high stages of the 
river. This has caused untold damage to growing crops as well as damage to the 
land, making it necessary for rehabilitation after the flood to be able to farm 
the same again. 
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Floodwaters from the Tule River reaching the Tulare Lake Basin have Caused 
flood damage resulting in millions of dollars to rich agricultural land locateg in 
the basin. In addition to the above, there has been considerable damage 4 
county roads and loss of bridges located along the Tule River. 

The property owners and residents of this area have been in need of thy 
project for many years in order to protect their lands and property. The Army 
engineers completed their necessary preliminary surveys and made a report » 
the feasibility of this project, which was approved and authorized by Congres 
in 1944. The people at that time had hopes that the project would be built imme 
diately, and they would no longer be subject to devastating and damaging flood 
of this river. 

For the past 11 years repeated requests have been made to the Congress fy 
funds to build this project. Local interests and farmers have expended larg 
sums of money for levee work, head gates, and bank protection in order to pro. 
tect their property along the river. Farmers in the flood plain, together with 
the county, have cleaned the river channels and increased height of levees whic 
gives only temporary relief. Many thousands of dollars have been spent by 
individuals trying to help themselves in protecting their property. Farmers iy 
and around Tulare Lake Basin have spent millions of dollars in levee work ané 
drainage systems to protect their property and farmlands. All of this work doe 
not, and cannot, solve the flood problem along the river and the only solution 
is a flood-control dam. 

Damaging floods on the Tule River occurring in recent years were in 1938 
1948, 1945, and 1950. 

The flash flood of 1950 caused a break in the levee just east of Porterville o 
the main river and also breeched a secondary levee formed by the railroad 
track enbankment. Sandbagging and other emergency work, along with the 
river rapidly receding, saved the city of Porterville and urban area of approxi- 
mately 14,000 population, from serious flooding and millions of dollars in 
damage to property. This may occur at any time and cannot be controlled with 
any degree of safety unless Success Dam is in operation. The overall historical 
damage caused by the 1950 flood was $1,400,000. 

Flood flows in the Lower Tule River Irrigation District, both in 1938 ani 
1943, @overed in excess of 35,000 acres. Tulare County, as a result of the Noven- 
ber 1950 flood on Tule River, had to reconstruct several bridges which were 
destroyed by the flood and expend many thousands of dollars on repairing 
county roads which were damaged. Farmers and property owners along the 
river immediately after each flood have expended large sums of money in re 
pairing levees, cleaning out river channels, and replacing headwaters for irriga- 
tion diversion structures which are destroyed or damaged. 


TERMINUS DAM FLOOD CONTROL PROJECT, KAWEAH RIVER, TULARE COUNTY, CALIF. 


The proposed Terminus Dam site is located on the Kaweah River, 20 miles 
in Public Law 534, 78th Congress, 2d session, H. R. 4485, adopted the 22d day of 
December 1944. 

The proposed Terminus Dam site is located on the Kaweah River, 20 miles 
east of the city of Visalia, the county seat of Tulare County, Calif. The drainage 
area of the Kaweah River is in the Sierra Nevada Mountains, and comprises 
approximately 520 square miles. The average annual runoff is 420,000 acre-feet 
with a maximum runoff year in excess of 1,100,000 acre-feet. The Kaweah River 
divides into several channels upon leaving the foothills on the easterly side of 
the San Joaquin Valley and runs in a westerly direction approximately 60 miles 
where the channels converge and empty into Tulare Lake Basin. 

The purpose of this dam would be to control the damaging floodwaters of thie 
Kaweah River which have in the past caused damage to the city of Visalia and 
urban area with a population of approximately 18,000, the rich agricultural lan! 
in the Kaweah delta area, and the Tulare Lake Basin. 

When in flood stage, the Kaweah River and its branches cause extensive dati 
age to many thousands of acres of highly productive agricultural lands. The 
results in direct crop loss to the farmer and loss in income to the Nation, and 
extensive costs to individuals in rehabilitating their land and property after 
each ffood. Irrigation diversion works are destroyed or damaged along with 
bridges, county roads, and irrigation wells. 

The cities of Visalia, Woodlake, and the town of Farmersville have bee 
inundated during flood stages of the river and in recent years the damage has 
been extremely heavy. The damage to the Tulare Lake Basin, into which flood: 
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vaters from this stream empty along with the Tule, Kern, and Kings Rivers, 
:s to the rich agricultural land in excess of 180,000 acres. There is no outlet 
bo this basin and water keeps land out of production until it evaporates or can 
ho used for irrigation on lands which are not flooded. 

The Tulare Lake Basin estimate of flood damage in the spring of 1952 was 
9¢.305,610 from the combined flow of the Kaweah, Tule, Kings, and Kern Rivers. 
These are direct damages of gross crop loss, levee building costs, and damage 
» land. The Kaweah and Tule Rivers contributed over one-third of the flood- 
vater Which caused the damage. 

The local interests along the Kaweah River and its tributaries have expended 
arge sums of money on levees to attempt to control the floods. These have not 
roven adequate and resulted in damage to farmlands as well as the city of 
‘jsalia on numerous occasions. The flood which occurred February 2, 1945, 
raused an estimated damage of $1 million to the city of Visalia alone. 

This flood damage, together with the damage along the rivers, conclusively 
shows that a flood-control dam on the Kaweah River is a sound economic invest- 
ment for the United States. 

SUMMARY 


The overall damages for the Kaweah River flood of February 2, 1945, are 
estimated at $1,390,000, and on the Tule River at $3 million. The same type 
ff floods occurring today could possibly double the monetary damage due to the 
increased population of the cities of Visalia and Porterville during the past 10 
vears, together with an approximate 50 percent increase in the development of 
agricultural land in these areas. 

Because of the costly past experience of the county of Tulare in repairing 
aud rebuilding bridges and highways, the property damages to the cities of 
Visalia and Porterville, general damages to fertile developed agricultural land, 
and loss of livestock due to floods from the Kaweah and Tule Rivers, with the 
crowing potential damage due to increased population and agricultural develop- 
ment at the present time, we earnestly request your committee to consider and 
approve an appropriation for Success and Terminus Dams. 


Mr. ALEXANDER. I have resolutions here supporting these two proj- 
«ts, the Suecess project and the Terminus project. I would like to 
file the list of these resolutions in the record at this point. 

Mr. Evins. Without objection, it will be inserted in the record at 
his point. 

(The resolutions referred to are as follows :) 


List OF RESOLUTIONS SUPPORTING SUCCESS PROJECT AND TERMINUS PROJECT 


SUCCESS 
Porterville Irrigation District 
Tulare County Water Commission 
awer Tule River Irrigation District 
Tule River Riparianist 
City of Porterville 
Porterville Chamber of Commerce 
Woodville Chamber of Commerce 
Board of Supervisors of Tulare County 


TERMINUS 


Tulare County Board of Supervisors 

City of Visulia 

Tulare County Water Commission 
aweah Delta Conservation District 


The Success and Terminus projects were authorized in the 1944 
Flood Control Act. 

Mr, Evins. May I interrupt you a moment? The gentleman who 
estified yesterday made a strong statement against the Success Dam. 
ongressman Hagen testified this morning making an equally strong 
ra stronger statement in support of it. Will you tell the committee 
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why the project should be approved, and if so, give us briefly what js 
needed, There is opposition and proponents for it. The Congress. 
man made a fine statement in behalf of it. Tell us in your own words 
why it is needed. 


Mr. ALexanper. I will be very happy to doso. I would like to put j 


this map in front of you so that you can get a better picture of the 
situation. 

To orient you, the city of Porterville is located here [indicating] 
in the center of this map. The drainage area of the Tule River js 
where my pencil runs around the heavy black line. The Success Dam 
site is located here 4 or 5 miles east of the city of Porterville. 

The purpose of this dam would be to protect the city of Porter 
ville, which has a population of around 14,000 within the city and 
immediate suburban areas. Then immediately below the city of 
Porterville you have the Porterville Irrigation District with 16,000 
acres of valuable irrigable land, and it is also shown on this map. 

Going below that we have the lower Tule River Irrigation Dis- 
trict that extends for a distance of 18 or 20 miles along the Tule 
River, which has within its boundaries and subject to flooding about 
35,000 to 40,000 acres of very valuable irrigable land. At the 
terminus of his point the water would dump into the Tuolumne Lake. 

Going back upstream to the point of the dam, the opposition has 
developed at the dam site. There are 2,000 acres of land that have 
to be taken to build the dam. Of that 2,000 acres about 200 are under 
irrigation and cultivation. The rest is dry pastureland and it is used 
for grazing. 

Mr. Evins. And it is your position that in building the dam you 
will cover 2,000 acres of land, but you will save the lives of a lot of 
people and the city below the dam site? 

Mr. Atexanpver. That is correct. You will save a lot of valuable 
irrigable property. Whenever there are floods we lose crops down 
there. The farmers have to spend several hundreds of dollars to put 
the land back into production. 

Mr. Evrns. Is this the low alluvial land below and the mountainous 
and hilly land above? 

Mr. Auexanper. This is all mountainous land up here. The Tule 
River drainage area contains about 3 

Mr. Evins. Have you had repeated floods in the area of Porterville! 

Mr. Arexanper. Yes. 

Mr. Evins. And the dam is needed ? 

Mr. ALexanper. We have repeated floods there. We had floods in 
1937, 1943, and the 1950 flood was the last flood. I have pictures here 
that will show you the evidence. Each number on the picture refers 
to a number on the map and it will show you evidence of what the 
flood has done. 

Mr. Evins. What does that 481 mean? 


Mr. Atexanper. That is the number of this picture. These pic- 
tures will show you what the 1950 flood did in our particular area. 


Mr. Evins. Was there any loss of life? 

Mr. Atexanper. No; no particular loss of life that I know of. 

Mr. Evins. What would be the estimated damages caused by on 
of these floods ? 
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Mr. ALtexanper. I think the 1950 flood was $1,400,000. If the 
same flood occurred today, due to the increased development, the 
\rmy engineers estimate that it would be $1,750,000. 

Mr. Evins. Are there any Federal installations in this area to be 
protected q : . s 

Mr. Auexanper. There is no Federal property. We have a State 
hospital located in this area [indicating]. 

Mr. Evins. How is the water used after it reaches Tuolumne Lake? 

Mr. Atexanper. After it reaches the lake, a good portion of it 
evaporates because it spreads over a wide area and you have extreme 
temperatures during the summer. The rest is pumped out whenever 
they can get to it and put on the land surrounding for irrigation. 

Mr. Evins. It is intended only for flood-control purposes at this 
time ¢ 

Mr. ALEXANDER. F lood-control purposes at this time. There will be 
incidental benefits from irrigation. 

Mr. Evins. You feel as an engineer the dam can be justified on the 
lood-control basis alone? 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Yes, I do. 

Mr. Evins. It is your view that the vast majority of the people in 
the area favor this project ? 

Mr. ALEXANDER. It 1s my view that they do. I have lived in the 
surrounding areas for the past 10 years. The majority of the people 
are in favor of the project. 

Mr. Hanp. Where are most of the people located who appear to 
oppose the site ? 

Mr. Avexanper. Mr. Killian, who appeared here, is clear up on the 
north fork [indicating }. 

Mr. Hanp. He said that he was. There are a large number of peo- 
ple below the dam site. Where would they be? 

Mr. ALExANDER. Scattered from one end to the other. 

Mr. Hanp. Is there any settlement in through here [indicating on 
the map | ? 

Mr. ALExaNpER. Yes; there is a settlement up here of some orange 
groves and so forth. They will not be flooded by the dam site, but they 
adjoined their neighbors. They have lived side by side for years. 
For sentimental reasons these people at the dam site do not want to 
give their land up. The people up here are at a little town of Spring- 
ield and they are supporting the opposition. 

Mr. Hanno. Where will this water go if not dammed normally? 

Mr. Arexanner. If flooded it goes into the Tuolumne Lake Basin. 
If you will look at the other pictures, you will see that the Army 
engineers have completed a dam on the Kings River that empties 
into the Tuolumne Basin. They have completed a dam on the Kern 
River which empties into the basin. These are the other two major 
streams that flood this lake basin, as well as the land that lies along 
the stream. You have plugged up two holes in the bucket but you 
still have two open. 

Mr. Hanp. Is it possible to divert this water from this present use? 

Mr. ALEXANDER. No. It is a water-deficient area below the dam 
as far as irrigation is concerned, except at flood times. We are im- 
porting now approximately 170,000 to 200,000 acre-feet a year into 
this area to take care of this valuable agricultural land. 
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Mr. Hanp. Is there any fear that the State of California or any 
other local government will be able to divert this water to some othe; 
area from which it now normally flows? 

Mr. Atexanper. I have no fear of that myself. Every one of these 
streams in the valley in California, in that particular area, have more 
filings on them than there is water available for appropriation. The 
idea in that area is not to divert; but to bring more water in for irrj- 
gation purposes. The idea for the dam for flood-control purposes 
is to take care of it in those years when we have high flow and to stop 
this tremendous damage that it does along the river. 

Mr. Murray. What is the principal reason for the objections? 

Mr. ALrExAnper. Well, the principal reason, to start with, was that 
at the reservoir site the farmers there naturally did not want to give 
up the land. They started out and enlisted the support of the up- 
stream people to some extent, and they finally got it worked around 
where they formed all the drainage area into a soil-conservation 
district just this year. ‘They have told the people in the upper area to 
form a soil conservation district and you can get in some small up- 
stream dams up there so that you people can come in and get some 
water to take care of the land. There are irrigated only 3,500 acres 
that are being farmed to agriculture of the 250,000 acres. The rest 
is hills and forest land and drainage. That is what they told them. 
The men in that area are naturally interested in getting some small 
dams put in there for doing a little patch irrigation and having water 
for their stock. They have tried to convince them that would be ideal: 
to put the small dams in and eliminate the big dam, so that it would 
not flood their ground down here. Small dams have been investigated 
by the Army engineers, by the State of California, and by the Bureau 
of Reclamation. They have investigated the entire watershed in there. 
They have all agreed the Success Dam site was a proper site and the 
best. site upon which to build a dam. We would get the most from 
our dollar invested for flood control from that one dam. They have 
four other sites. They said that any combination of the other four, 
or any individual one of the other four, would not give the protection 
that this dam would. 

Mr. Evins. It seems that the name of your dam is a proper one— 
Success. From my own experience in my area down south, you will 
find some property owners who will register objection. 

Mr. Atexanper. I might make another statement. Before flood 
control conference in California and before the State water resources 
board the same opposition has appeared. They have reviewed it 
thoroughly with the people and gone over it, and they have gone on 
record along with other projects here of recommending a $1 million 
appropriation for the Success Dam, to complete the investigation 
and go ahead with the construction. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Alexander. You have given us a fine 
statement. 

LOWER TULE RIVER FLOOD CONTROL 


Mr. Hitz. Our next witness is Mr. Ray Williams, representing the 
lower Tule River Irrigation District. 

Mr. WitrAms. I do not have a prepared statement. I come here as 
a property owner and as a taxpayer and I am in the direct course of 
the flood. I have a picture of the river where it comes out. We have 
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had four floods on this property. Here is what happened during one 
of those floods [showing pictures |. 

We have to repair that damage. The land is very valuable agricul- 
rural land. Up to the present time we have not been able to get any 
public assistance. We have taken care of 3 miles of levee there our- 
vlves—my brother and 1. We have spent in excess of $100,000 in the 
last four floods protecting our own property. We are able in our 
business to take care of ourselves, but there are a lot of little farmers 
in there that during the 1950 flood lost their entire crops. 

Mr. Evins. You are a vegetable gardener and a truck farmer? 

Mr. WittraMs. I raise asparagus and peaches of the finest kind, 

Mr. Evins. And you are testifying to substantial recurring floods 
and damage ¢ 

Mr. Witt1AMs. There mr been four damaging floods to us and our 
ueighbors there since 1937 

Mr. Evins. And you seuieedt the statement of the engineer, Mr. 
Alexander ¢ 

Mr. Witi1aMs. I certainly do. 

Mr. Evins. I thank you for your statement and pictures. You make 
| persuasive statement. 

Mr. Winuiams. I would like you folks to come out and really visit us. 


SAN LORENZO CREEK, ALAMEDA COUNTY 


Mr. Hrix. Our next witness is Mr. Pursel, chairman of the board of 
supervisors for the county of Alameda. 
Mr. PurseE.. My name is Kent D. Pursel, and I am chairman of the 


hoard of supervisors of the county of Alameda. I have a prepared 
statement that 1 would like to insert in the record at this point. 
(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF HON. Kent D. PurSEL, CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF 
THE COUNTY OF ALAMEDA, CALIF. 


The board of supervisors of the county is the governing body of the Alameda 
County Flood Control and Water Conservation District. The district is divided 
into zones for the purpose of financing improvements. The San Lorenzo Creek 
drainage basin lies in zone No. 2 of the district. It includes the densely populated 
communities of Ashland, Cherryland, Castro Valley, San Lorenzo, Washington 
Manor, and large parts of the cities of Hayward and San Leandro. The total 
population in the zone today is estimated at 100,000 and it is still increasing at 
airapid rate. 

Before 1943, the San Lorenz Creek area was almost entirely a farming com- 
munity, with a few small villages here and there, and a very small city of Hay- 
ward. Since the building of San Lorenzo Village beginning in 1943, the growth 
in the entire drainage basin has been pene The rate of population in- 
crease has been one of the fastest in the Nation. The residents are mostly veterans 
and industrial workers and their families. 

The rapid popuation growth has resulted in a severe strain on the local economy 
‘0 provide schools, fire protection, police protection, sewerage, streets, and all 
the other facilities that are needed for an urban area. Property tax rates in 
wme parts. of this locality exceed $10 per $100 of assessed valuation. in 
spite of this, the local people in zone 2 approved a bond issue of $6,954,000 
for local flood-control and storm-drainage improvements to supplement the Fed- 
fral project in San Lorenzo Creek. Some of these funds have been expended on 
emergency improvement of the lower reaches of the creek below Hesperian Boule- 
vard. This emergency work, being mostly earthwork, is subject to severe damage 
and deterioration until such time that the permanent concrete work of the Fed- 
tral project has been constructed. Also, there is no protection from the major 
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floods which have occurred in the past and which could break out of the channe} 
above East 14th Street. That would be a serious disaster, and that is the thing 
on which we need your help. 

I understand that the Corps of Engineers have found this project to have g 
very favorable economic justification. The local people are ready with their 
cooperation and are already acquiring rights-of-way and modifying utilities ang 
highway bridges, required by the Federal project, at very considerable expense. 
There is an opportunity here to prevent a serious disaster if we all act promptly, 
We respectfully request the initial appropriation required for this project. 

Mr. Purse... I might say that I talked to Congressman Miller and 
he made mention of the fact that he was going to appear before the 
committee on the 11th with reference to the same matter. 

The Alameda County Board of Supervisors are also the governing 
body in the Flood Control and Water Conservation District of Ala. 
meda County. 

I might say at the outset that to my knowledge I know of no oppo- 
sition to the San Lorenzo Creek project. For the purpose of financing 
the flood-control project and drainage project in the flood-control area 
of Alameda County, the board has divided it up into zones. San 
Lorenzo Creek is in zone No. 1. Zone No. 2 of the flood-control dis. 
trict is comprised of about 100,000 people, and included within that 
area are the communities of Ashland, Cherryland, Castro Valley, 
Washington Manor, and San Lorenzo. The total population in the 
zone today is estimated at 100,000, and it is still increasing at a rapid 
rate. 

Before 1934 the San Lorenzo Creek area was almost entirely a farm- 
ing community, with a few small villages here and there, and the very 
small city of Hayward. Since the building of San Lorenzo Village, 
beginning in 1943, the growth in the entire drainage basin has been 
phenomenal. The rate of population increase has been one of the 
fastest in the Nation. The residents are mostly veterans and indus- 
trial workers and their families. 

**You are familiar with Oakland, Berkeley, and Alameda. They 
have grown up. The growth and development that have taken place 
in the southern end of the county, to wit, zone No. 2, has been great. 

In 1943 San Lorenzo was nothing. Now it is a thriving community. 
This has created a lot of problems. There have been the problems 
of providing schools and police protection, fire protection, and sewer- 
age. There is a tax in excess of $10 per $100 valuation. In one case 
it is $10.75 per $100. 

Mr. Hanp. What is the percentage basis of your assessment ? 

Mr. Purser. Twenty-nine percent, I believe of the 1939 replace- 
ment cost. These are all, I might say, new moderately priced homes 
in the main. Despite this fact and this terrific tax rate that I just 
mentioned, by a decisive majority they have just voted a bond issue 
of some $6,954,000. They have spent already some $475,000 to widen 
and deepen this channel from Hesperian Boulevard to the bay. A lot 
could be classified as emergency work. Naturally, we are concerned 
because we did have a flood out there of severe proportions in the 
1951-52 winter. 

In the main, the estimated damage was $2 million in all southern 
Alameda County. It was not that great in this particular area, but 
there was a lot of damage. 

With a view to precluding such a disaster hitting us again, they 
have, as I have said, done some work to take care of the immediate 
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necessity upon us. Naturally, it is temporary and requires concrete 
to finish the job. 

| understand the Army Corps of Engineers have appraised this 
matter and have stated that it has a very favorable economic justi- 
‘cation, as they term it. I urge you gentlemen, if you will, to please 
give this your consideration. I think the request is for some $175,000 
to be used for design, studies, and surveys by the Army Corps of 
Engineers, , 

I thank you very much for the opportunity of appearing before 
you. 

* There is another member of our board, Mr. Stanley. I would like 
for you to hear a word from him. 

Mr. Stantey. My name is Chester E. Stanley. This project, while 
considerable emergency work has been done by bonding by the local 
zone in the flood-control district, it is of the nature that should we 
have a flood of the enormity of the 1951-52 winter that Chairman 
Pursel mentioned, we would have considerable damage to that work 
due to the fact that the outfalls are not lined. 

Above the city of Hayward, and through some of the portions of 
the city, this creek is overgrown with trees and brush and the channel 
is inadequate and the flow of water is impaired so it causes consider- 
able damage in i‘s upper reaches to the city of Hayward as well as the 
community of Castro Valley, which is also a highly developed resi- 
dential area. 

I do not believe this item requested is in the proposed budget for 
this year, but we are hopeful that we can get the earliest considera- 
tion of it. In comparison to figures quoted, this item is not large. 
It runs not in excess of $200,000. 

I want to thank you for the opportunity to make these statements 
before you. If there are any questions, I will try to answer them 
for you. 

Mr. Evins. The funds that you are requesting have been budgeted ? 

Mr. StantEy. To my knowledge, no. 

Mr. Evins. Are you asking for funds? 

Mr. StantEy. We are asking plans money not to exceed $200,000. 

Mr. Evins. It has been authorized but not approved by the Bureau 
of the Budget ? 

Mr. Stanuey. I believe that that is the situation. 

Mr. Hi. Our next. witness;is Mr. Koch of the Oakland Chamber 
of Commerce on the same project. 

Mr. Kocu. My name is Guilford Koch. I am a member of the 
Alameda County New Industries Committee, which is a division of 
the Oakland Chamber of Commerce. My committee is charged with 
the responsibility of conducting a national advertising and promo- 
tional program to bring industry to Alameda County. 

This program is financed by the board of supervisors, by the Oak- 
land City Council, and by the Oakland Chamber of Commerce. Our 
yearly budget exceeds $100,000. 

The program has also been carried on for quite a number of years, 
and I merely want to make a verbal statement to point out to you 
it has been somewhat successful. We have, as you know, quite an 
influx of population in California and in our particular county, and 
the only way we know how to take care of the people that come in 





306 


there is to provide jobs for them. We either provide jobs or put 
them on the welfare rolls. 

To give you some idea of this program, we advertised in such ng. 
tional publications as Fortune, Business Week, United States News, 
and World Report, Time, and that type of publication. We also con. 
duct a direct mail campaign. We are also on television. In the past 
10 years, from 1945 to 1954, we have had in Alameda County 1,556 
industrial projects. When I say “industrial projects” I am speaking 
of manufacturing firms. The 1,556 includes new firms as well as 
expansion of existing firms. 

The capital investment in plants, buildings and land and equip. 
ment is in excess of $288 million. These new plants and expansions 
have created 34,175 new jobs. 

Now, as this development takes place, it not only creates a problem 
as far as drainage is concerned in the industrial area, but also the 
residential subdivisions that are created to house the workers in these 
various plants. As the area develops industrially and residentially 
there are more oe developed and your runoff of water increases 
constantly every year. It has gotten toa point in this particular part 
of the country that it has been affected by San Lorenzo Creek to where 
we are faced, when we have heavy rains, with floods in the residential 
as well as the industrial area. 

The fact is that the condition has somewhat retarded us in our 
industrial growth in the last 2 or 3 years because I can well remember 
in 1950-51, “when we had heavy rains, a particular firm in San Leandro 
had water right up to the point where if it rose a couple of inches 
more it would have ruined several hundred thousand dollars of inven- 
tory that they had in their warehouse. 

I would like to show you gentlemen some aerial photographs taken 
a few months ago to give you some idea of the growth in that area. | 
want to say practically all this growth has taken place since 1947. I 
would like to say that the area involved in San Leandro and Hayward 
was practically all farms with few industrial plants, You can take 
a look and see what the situation is today. 

Chrysler and Dodge are in here, and Zellerbach and dozens of other 
companies. This area is the most rapidly developing part of the 
county. 

The next photograph will show you more of San Leandro the Gen- 
eral Foods plant and the residential area around it. 

This is Hayward and the airport and this is the residential are: 
[indicating }. 

I would like to leave copies of the industrial growth summary with 
you to be filed with the statement. 

Mr. Evins. We will insert it in the record at this point. 
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(The summary referred to follows :) 


Statistical summary of industrial growth in Alameda County, 1945-54 
MAJOR NEW INDUSTRIES 


Number | Investment | Jobs Payroll 


} 
$4,250,000 1, 500 $3, 000, 000 
12, 500, 000 | 1, 300 3, 250, 000 
14, 472, 500 | 5, 039 | 15, 117; 000 
7, 836, 500 | 934 | 2, 802, 000 
5, 219, 000 | 1,008 | 3, 024, 000 
15, 925, 500 1, 380 | 4, 140, 000 
17, 286, 000 2,000 | 6, 000, 000 
6, 475, B00 | 1, O86 3, 482, 400 
3, 660, 500 414 1, 490, 400 
5, 503, 000 | 558 2, 008, 800 


Total (10 years) _- ; Fe 94,128,000 | 15,219 44,314,600 


MAJOR EXPANSIONS OF EXISTING PLANTS 





24 $9, 500, 000 1, 000 $2, 000, 000 
80 28, 000, 000 3, 500 8, 750, 000 
125 24, 861, 257 2, 519 7, 557, 000 
106 16, 011, 600 1, 280 3, 840, 000 
93 15, 545, 300 717 2, 151, 000 
122 12, 875, 850 , 192 3, 576, 000 
142 23, 777, 800 | , 766 14, 298, 000 
118 36, 446, 596 , 829 5, 716, 800 
114 15, 780, 000 , 343 4, 834, 800 
98 11, 889, 500 810 2 916, 000 


Total (10 years) -- . . eee 1,022 194, 687, 903 18, 956 55, 5, 639, | 600 


TOTAL INDUSTRIAL GROWTH—NEW INDUSTRIES AND EXPANSIONS 





60 $13, 750, 000 2, 500 | $5, 000, 000 
155 | 40,500,000 | 4,800} —12, 000, 000 
184 | 40,333,757 | 7,558 | 22, 674, 000 
162 | 23,848,100} 2,214 6, 642, 000 
158 | 20, 764, 300 1, 725 5, 175, 000 
167 | 28,801,350 | 2, 572 7, 716, 000 
200 | 41,063,800 6,766 | 20, 298, 000 
166 | 42,921,596 | 2,915 |  — 9, 199, 200 
157 | 19, 440, 500 1,757 | 6, 325, 200 
147 | 17,392,500 | 1,368} —4, 924, 800 


1,556 | 288,815,903 | 34,1 m5 | 99, 954, 200 


| 





Average number of projects per month for 10-year. period _- 4 13 


ives investment per project for 10-year period -___--_- ' . ‘ ‘ $185, 614 

Average investment per month for 10-year period - ----- we ... $2, 406, 800 
Average number of jobs created per project for 10-year period ; : 22 
Average number of jobs created per month for 10-year period______ ee ages ane 285 


Average payroll increase per month for 10-year period ___-_-__----- oe ot $832, 952 


Mr. Hann. This question that I am going to ask you is not intended 
to be in any way critical of your ambitious program, or to indicate 
the slightest opposition to it, but in effect is not this what you are 
loing; you are spending $100, 000 a year, and you are attracting more 
ind more industries. Some of those industries come from Mr. Mur- 
ray’s area in Illinois; some may come from mine and from Mr. Evins’ 
(istrict, and as you get them there you create a lot of problems for 
yourselves and you come to the Federal Government for additional 
uid; is that about it? 

Mr. Kocu. No; I would not say so. The growth in the Western 
States in the last few years, as you know, has created a very attractive 
narket to all manufacturers. Now, please do not an me. 
We do not attempt to move industry as industry from one area to an- 
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other, such as has happened in the New England States in the move. 
ment to the South. We merely present the facts about our area to 
any manufacturer and due to the expanding west coast market he 
wants to establish a branch plant. Practically all these new indys. 
tries that we get out there are branches of eastern concerns. Enter; 
into that picture, of course, is your transportation problem, your 
freight rates going up, and all of that. : 

If a manufacturer of radio moves out there, it gives him a com- 
were advantage over the fellow still back in Philadelphia or New 

ingland, or back here where they have that freight charge to pay. 

It also enabled them to serve their customers better because the 
customers would not have to carry the large inventories, as he does if 
they are miles and miles away. 

Mr. Hanp. I would not want to be critical of California coming into 
the Federal Government for aid in the first place, because I have 
been greatly impressed, especially with the city of Los Angeles, with 
the degree of local participation. In the second place, I would like 
to say that California pays its very fair share of the expense of the 
Federal Government. 

At the same time, it does seem to me that you are entering upon a 
very ambitious program to attract new population and new indus. 
tries, and thereby creating a problem which requires you to come to us 
to help support those problems self-created. 

Mr. Kocu. People come to California, Mr. Hand, regardless of 
whether we invite them or not. 

Mr. Murray. I was just wondering if the county has a planning 
commission to determine what action is suitable for preventing these 
oe Have they some commission that is interested in determining 
that ¢ 

Mr. Kocu. The county has a planning commission, and they also 
have a local control board and department. And in that connection, 
the local people—and this is in the statement that Congressman Miller 
will file with you, if he has not already done so, the local people 
have demonstrated their willingness to pay their share of the pro- 
gram, by organizing themselves into a flood-control district, zone 2. 
And. in 1953 they voted by well over a two-thirds majority a $6,954,000 
bond issue to construct storm drainage and flood-control improvements 
in this creek drainage basin, to supplement those proposed in the 
Federal project. 

During the past 2 years, local interests have spent $480,000 in local 
funds for acquisition of land, easements, and rights-of-way and modi- 
fication to bridges and utilities needed for the Federal project, and for 
the construction of emergency improvements to this creek, and the 
local improvements are subject to severe damage and deterioration 
until the Federal project is constructed. 

And this particular request is for only $175,000. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Kocn. Thank you. 

Mr. Evins. Congressman Shelley, would you like to make a state: 
ment to the committee? 

Mr. Suetiey. I might make this observation only, in reference 
what Mr. Hand has said, God gave us a climate that attracts people ou! 
there, and the Federal Government had a problem around 1939. 0! 
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1940, which led them to bring a lot of people into California, to set 
up plants, airplane and shipbuilding, and some of these people had 
~) go out-and get the people and they liked it so well that they stayed 
there. So it was a contribution to the security of the Nation that we 
had to make and we now ask the Nation to help us. 

Mr. Hix. Mr. Chairman, I would like the record to show that Con- 
gessman Heistand of southern California was here, but I believe he 
had to leave. 

| believe that our time is about up, or practically so, and I would 
like to explain one thing that has come up here, and that is the 
difference berween the figures we presented to the Board and what the 
Army engineers have presented. The water resources board figures 
were worked up last summer on the best information available at that 
time with regard to the amount of work or the status of the work 
of the program. 

Of course, the figures have been revised and it is my understanding 
that even the Folsom project may be reduced by $1.5 million. 

In general, our request is intended to be in line with the figures 
represented by the Army engineers, except for these first items for 
which we ask for planning funds. 

Now, our time is about up and we certainly appreciate the interest 
of the committee, and thank you very much for this opportunity to 
make our presentation. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Hill, for arranging for the schedule 
of witnesses, for all of the congressional delegation of the State of 
California, and on behalf of all the members of the committee, I want 
you to know that we appreciate your presentation. 

Mr. Kocu. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


Wepnespay, May 4, 1955. 


SACRAMENTO CANAL HaArpsor Provecr 
WITNESS 
WARREN H. ATHERTON 


Mr. Evins. We will be glad to hear at this time Mr. Warren Ather- 
ton, former national commander of the American Legion, who has 
expressed a request to make an additional statement. 

Mr. Aruerton. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Since I appeared before the committee, I have the port of Oakland, 

which I referred to in my testimony. 
Oakland is a community of 400,000 people on the eastern shore of 
San Francisco Bay and the city of Oakland has made a large invest- 
ment in world operation ports, and that port is only operating at about 
”) percent of its capacity. 

A great deal of the tonnage referred to in my testimony yesterday 
how moves through the port of Oakland and the port of Oakland exists 
through the budget of the State, city, and Federal funds, and would 
be seriously hurt. 

The manager of the port of Oakland, in behalf of the port of Oak- 
land, has asked me to file his statement on behalf of that city and of 
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this port, giving the reason why they do not believe the appropriation 
outside of the budget should be made at this time, and urging that q 
resurvey of the benefit ratio be made by the Army engineers with public 
hearings. 

Mr. Evins. It may be received. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT BY THE PORT OF OAKLAND, CALIF., AGAINST APPROPRIATION pop 
SACRAMENTO CANAL HARBOR PROJECT 


Oakland is a community of 400,000 people on the east shore of San Franciseo 
Bay. The city of Oakland owns and operates a harbor with wharves, warehouses, 
and shipping facilities. This is one of six ports now serving the merchant marine 
on San Francisco Bay and tributaries. 

Oakland is opposed to appropriating money at this time to start the Sacra. 
mento project without first having the Army engineers reappraise the project 
in order that a proper and current beneficial ratio can be established. 

A new deep water port at Sacramento would create no new ocean tonnage 
and would only lessen the business of existing ports without corresponding 
benefit to the public. 

The marine tonnage originating in the interior valleys of California is now 
adequately served by ports on the bay. Three transcontinental railroads and 
many major highways now connect these valleys directly with Oakland and 
neighboring ports. 

A ship would have to make a 180-mile 2-day trip to serve the proposed port. 
The cost of operation of modern ships is $3,000 per day. The average ship pickup 
at Stockton in the same inland area as it is proposed to create a new port is 
2,500 tons. The added cost of movement by ship of $2.40 per ton is more than 
the cost of movement by existing means of transportation. 

The port of Oakland and all other ports in the area have received the benefit 
of many millions of Federal funds in the deepening and maintenance of channels, 

Oakland and the other ports have invested many millions of dollars in their 
wharves, warehouses, and shipping facilities. The total investment runs into 
hundreds of millions. Why invest more Federal funds now to further jeopardize 
the present investment until an up-to-date reappraisal has been made. The trade 
is adequately served by facilities only operating at 50 percent of capacity. 

Tonnage through the Golden Gate, to and from northern California, excepting 
military cargo and oil, has been dropping since 1940. 

Military cargo is mostly served by military terminals; most of the oil is served 
by privately owned specialty facilities. 

The above facts are irrefutably established by a California State Senate com- 
mittee renort completed in 1951 and brought down to date by engineering and 
trade studies. 

Aiter consideration of this most thorough report of 598 pages with numerous 
tables, analyses and summaries embracing figures for a period of 10 to 25 years, 
the conclusion is inevitable that creation of the port of Sacramento will not 
create new tonnage. It will split the tonnage now being adequately handled by 
existing ports and will increase their handicaps and deficits. 

The Sacramento port project calls for digging a 30-mile deep water channel 
through dry land and constructing from scratch a new inland port, all tributary 
to existing facilities on San Francisco Bay, at a present day cost as estimated 
by United States Army engineers, of $34 million. 

Ship operators have testified that in their opinion there will be no saving to the 
public because the saving that would be realized by shippers is offset by in- 
creased costs to the vessel operator in traversing 180 miles of inland waterways 
to serve an additional port that would divert business from existing port facil: 
ities. The loss of tonnage by the ports serving this area now would increase 
their cost of operation and consequently the cost to the public. 

The San Francisco Bay Harbor area, reached through the Golden Gate, | 
how adequately served by the port facilities of San Francisco, Oakland, Ala- 
meda, Richmond, Stockton, and Redwood City. These harbors already have 0! 
percent more capacity than necessary to serve the demand for. the foreseeable 
future. 

If the port of Sacramento, 90 miles inland, is constructed, it can only gall 
tonnage at the expense of existing ports with increase of their deficits and prob- 
able deficit operation of the new port. 


The 
proje ( 
mate 
and p 

Ens 
te 1. 

It i 
of Oa 
const) 
prais: 
accur 
suffici 
costs 
of shi 
in wl 
willie 

Re: 


M 
M 
part 
ther 
Bi 
exist 
Stat 
or i 
M 
legis 
in C 
M 
the } 
M 
port 
was 
ful | 
sper 
any’ 
port 
Gov 
be le 
M 
M 
M 
lw 
of t 
izin 
ticu 
M 
the 
wit] 
to b 
that 
\ 
fin 
N 
mer 
of a 





FOR 


ICiseo 
uses, 
arine 


ACTA: 
roject 


inage 
nding 


} now 
3 and 
| and 


port. 
ickup 
prt is 
than 


enefit 
nnels, 
their 
: into 
irdize 
trade 


pting 
erved 


com- 
y and 


erous 
years, 
il not 
ed by 


anne! 
utary 
nated 


to the 
'V in- 
ways 
facil- 


Tease 


te, is 
- Ala- 
ve 5) 
eable 


gail 


prob- 


dll 


The fact that there is no urgency for an appropriation to begin the Sacramento 
project is shown by its estimated cost-benefit ratio. The Army engineers esti- 
mate a benefit ratio of 1.12 to 1.0. This is barely above minimum requirement 
and places the project very low on the list of approved projects. 

Engineers, shipping experts, and traffic men estimate the ratio at less than 1 


te 1. 


It is the considered conclusion of the board of port commissioners of the city 
of Oakland before consideration is given to an appropriation of money for the 
construction of another port serving the San Francisco Bay area that a reap- 
praisal and public hearing be had by the Army engineers, in order to determine 
accurately the benefit ratio that might ensue. We do not believe that there exists 
sufficient tonnage to make a new port pay. Building such a port would increase 
costs to most shippers using it, would seriously increase the operational costs 
of shipowners and would increase the financing difficulties of the existing ports 
in which the Federal, State, and local governments already have hundreds of 
nillions of dollars invested. 

Respectfully submitted. 

DupLEY W. Frost, Manager, Port of Oakland. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you very much for your statement. 

Mr. Murray. The principal objection to the Federal Government’s 
participation, as I understand it, is that there should not be a port 
there because it is going to injure the business of other ports. 

But it seems to me that the problem as to how many ports should 
exist in California is a problem of the State legislature. Has the 
State legislature indicated that it did not want a port in that area, 
or indicated its disapproval ? 

Mr. ATHERTON. No. There is no regular machinery by which the 
legislature or the State government can regulate the number of ports 
in California today. 

Mr. Murray. The State of California authorizes the creation of 
the port district, does it not? 

Mr. ATHERTON. By general law, it permits any district to form a 
port district, if it so desires, and in this particular area a district 
was formed, and a bond issue was floated, and before the first shovel- 
ful of earth moved—and that is unfortunate, that the district has 
spent some money on railroads and other things that are self-sufficient 
anyway, but on the public-utility principle, there are already six 
ports in this area, with a capacity to serve and since the Federal 
Government has an investment, the investment of the public will 
be lost by the creation of this port. 

Mr. Murray. The public utility is controlled by the State? 

Mr. ATHERTON. Yes. 

Mr. Murray. And in this case, and that is my very point, that, as 

understand it from the testimony that you have given, and some 
of the others have given, the State legislature amended its author- 
zing law for these port districts to permit the creation of this par- 
ticular port district. 

Mr. ATHERTON. At the request of the district; yes. They amended 
the general law which permits any group of people in California, 
within the municipal boundaries, whether it is in a city or a county, 
to band together and incorporate themselves as a municipal district; 
that is, under the general law. 

Mr. Murray. Does that not require the finding of necessity, or a 
finding of public convenience, prior to the creation of such districts ¢ 

Mr. ATHERTON. It does not, Congressman Murray; no such require- 
ment at all, and, thereafter, they are not under any utility regulation 
of any kind whatsoever. 
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Mr. Murray. That is an unusual State procedure. 

Mr. AruerTON. Yes; that is the procedure. 

Mr. Murray. It seems to me that this is a problem for the State 
and if the public cannot stand another port, it would be a State 
problem. 

Mr. ATHERTON. It would seem to be possibly a subject for future 
State legislation, probably subject to Fature State legislation, but 
that legislation does not exist now. It authorized the creation by 
popular vote in any district. : 

May I just add one additional thought, Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Evins. Certainly. 

Mr. Arnerton. And you have been very patient with me. 

I know there has been some comment about the imports of these 
ports to the great State of California, but I would like to call your 
attention to the fact that population does not necessarily affect ton- 
nage. Let me give you one instance: Campbell Soups used to ship 
200,000 tons a year through the canal and into San Francisco Bay for 
distribution in northern California; they decided to build a great 
»lant in the Sacramento area and when they built their plant in 
Sacramento they used California tomatoes for California to eat, so 
the 200,000 tonnage ceased to exist from around New Jersey, and there 
is no longer that tonnage at all. They are using tomatoes produced 
in the California area for Californians to eat, with the increase in 
population, because the people in California consume what is pro- 
duced there. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you very much, Mr. Atherton, for your 
statement. 


Mr. Atuerton. Thank you. 


Tuourspay, May 5, 1955, 


San Francisco Bay ArEA SURVEY 
WITNESS 


HON. CHARLES S. GUBSER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Evins. We are delighted to have the privilege of hearing at 
this time our colleague from California, Hon. Charles S. Gubser. 

Mr. Gueser. Mr. Chairman, in wise recognition of the many prob- 
lems confronting the entire area contiguous to San Francisco Bay, 
the Congress last year authorized the Corps of Engineers of the United 
States Army to make a survey of the bay and its tributaries. This 
undertaking, planned over a period of 5 years, will encompass many 
tields of research, including salinity studies, effect of salt-water bar- 
riers, ground-water tables in adjacent lands, sand drifts, and many 
others. 

These studies are to be carried out in close cooperation with the 
State of California. 

With an initial appropriation granted last year, the engineers laid 
plans for the study and set up the organization for it. The program 
calls for construction of a working model of the bay during the first 
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year, With evaluation studies to be made during the subsequent 4 
years. 1am informed that construction of the model will cost about 
$500,000 and can be completed during the 1956 fiscal year. 

The budget proposal before you provides only $250,000 for the 
bay area study, only half the amount required for completion of the 
model. I respectfully suggest to you that deferring the completion 
for another year will merely prolong the timetable but will in noway 
save the Government any money. The entire study depends on the 
model. The later this model becomes operative, the longer it will 
take to arrive at the conclusions for which all of northern California 
js waiting. 

Iam here, Mr. Chairman, asking that instead of an appropriation 
of $250,000 the amount be increased to $500,000 and again I want to 
impress upon the committee that this in no way affects the overall 
eventual cost of the project which has been authorized; as I say, it 
merely affects the timetable, because Army engineers contemplate 
that no other data can be available from this survey until this scale 
model, the hydraulic operating model, is completed, and that it will 
take $500,000 to complete this model. 

The schedule under which they are operating calls for a 5-year 
completion survey, and it will be 6 years unless this model is com- 
pleted in the first year. 

So I would like to emphasize very strongly, if I may, that this does 
not involve any extra expenditure of money; it merely is to maintain 
the originally contemplated timetable and in the long run, it will cost 
exactly the same. 

I have been joined in this request by 9 members of the California 
delegation in the House and I would like to insert at this point in the 
record a letter addressed by 9 of us to the Honorable Clarence Can- 
non, chairman of the House Appropriations Committee. It is signed 
by Hubert B. Seudder of the 1st District; Clair Engle of the 2d 
District; John E. Moss, Jr., of the 3d District: William S. Maillard 
of the 4th District; John F. Baldwin of the 6th; J. Arthur Younger 
of the 9th; and myself of the 10th District, Leroy Johnson of the 11th, 
and John J. Allen, Jr., of the 7th District. 

[ would like to add that Congressman Shelley who represents one 
of the San Francisco districts, was not approached to sign this letter 
for the reason that he is a member of the Appropriations Committee 
and we did not think it was fair to approach him on this matter: so 
he was not asked for that reason to sign the letter. 

(The letter referred to follows :) 

Howse oF REPRESENTATVES, 
Washington, D. C., January 24, 1955. 
Hon. CLARENCE CANNON, 
Chairman, House Committee on Appropriations, 
The Capitol, Washington, D. C. 

Deak Mr. CHAIRMAN: For many years Representatives in Congress from 
northern and central California districts have been aware of the growing need 
for a comprehensive study of San Francisco Bay and its tributaries. The project 
has aroused widespread interest among our constituents, and we, the under- 
signed, were happy to see the 5-year program finally established and authorized 
vy the = Congress. The sum of $50,000 was budgeted to initiate prelimi- 
ary Work. 

In view of the constantly changing picture in the San Francisco Bay area we 


realize that in order to obtain the maximum value from the results of the survey 
and the investment it represents, the work must be completed on schedule. 
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First step in the survey is the completion of a working model of the bay. |p 
answer to specific questions, Col. John A. Graf, San Francisco district engineo; 
of the Corps of Engineers, United States Army, wrote under date of January 
17, 1955: 

“I wish to confirm your understanding that the current priority item for orderly 
progress on this study is the completion of a scale model of the bay. Since the 
conclusions of this investigation will be based largely on the model study findings, 
any delay in its construction will defer completion of the report.” 

Colonel Graf and officers of the Headquarters, Corps of Engineers, further 
confirmed that scheduled progress requires the construction and verification of 
the model in the first year, and that most of the prototype data will be required 
for the model verification. Cost of this phase has been estimated at $500,000, 
and officials of the United States Corps of Engineers affirmed that $500,000 could 
be used within the 1956 fiscal year. 

At the same time it should be pointed out that the work in question is not only 
of local importance to the areas contiguous to San Francisco Bay, but has beep 
recognized as affecting the whole State of California. Consequently the Legis. 
lature of the State of California has set aside the sum of $500,000 for its share 
in the study of San Francisco Bay. Half of this, $250,000, already has been 
appropriated, and the other half is at the disposal of the State division of water 
resources when asked for. 

Close cooperation is being maintained between the Corps of Engineers and the 
State of California in carrying out the work. Recently two reports prepared by 
the Corps of Engineers were submitted to the State for review, and upon con- 
pletion of a current report by the State, the Corps will be given an opportunity 
to review it in order to preclude duplication of effort. Cooperative activity also 
has been accomplished in connection with flow measurements, evaporation, and 
transpiration measurements. Meetings of the board of consultants reviewing the 
State’s report are attended by representatives of the Corps of Engineers. 

A vast area of California is affected by this tremendously important work. 
We strongly believe that it should be allowed to progress on schedule, and that, 
in particular, the crucial first-year program should be carried out. The Federal 
Government is committed to the survey. A delay could not be construed as 
economy since the value obtained from the survey would depreciate as time goes 
on. Changing conditions make it more efficient and economical to adhere to the 
engineering schedule and construct the model during the 1956 fiscal year. 

We, therefore, respectfully request that the $250,000 provision in the budget 
for this purpose be increased to $500,000. 

Yours sincerely, 


Hubert B. Scudder, 1st District; Clair Engle, 2d District; John E. 
Moss, Jr., 3d District; William S. Mailliard, 4th District; John 
F. Baldwin, Jr., 6th District; J. Arthur Younger, 9th District: 
Charles 8. Gubser, 10th District; Leroy Johnson, 11th District: 
John J. Allen, Jr., 7th District. 


Mr. Gupsser. The engineers have indicated in their letter to me that 
this money can be used and it does conform to their original schedule, 
and I would like to quote just one paragraph of the letter that | 
received from Colonel Graf, district engineer, of the Corps of Engi- 
neers, in his letter dated January 17, 1955: 


I wish to confirm your understanding that the current priority item for orderly 
progress on this study is the completion of a scale model of the bay. Since the 
conclusions of this investigation will be based largely on the model study find- 
ings, any delay in its construction will defer completion of the report. 

And they confirm that it will take $500,000 to complete the scale 
model on schedule. 

Now, may I also have permission to insert in the record a letter 
from the Santa Clara County Farm Bureau advocating that this 
appropriation be increased from $250,000 to $500,000? It is signed by 
I. A. Teresi, president, and R. Ken Wilhelm, county secretary. 

Mr. Evins. It may be received. 
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(The letter referred to follows :) 


SANTA CLARA CouNTY FARM BUREAU 


ke Increase in civil works appropriation bill funds for construction of San Fran- 
cisco Bay area model. 


SUBCOMMITTEE NO. 3, 
House Appropriations Subcommittee, 
House of Representatives, Wushington, D. C. 

(IENTLEMEN : We urge you to; give faverable consideration to increasing from 
$250,000 to $500,000 the sum set forth in the 1956 fiscal year appropriations for 
the construction of the San Francisco Bay area hydraulic model at Sausalito, 
Calif. by the United States Army Corps of Engineers. 

This revision of funds is merely a rescheduling of planned expenditures for 
this model and will make possible its completion within a year rather than the 
2 years originally contemplated by the Corps of Engineers. 

As the proper solution of a great number of problems relating to navigation, 
shoaling, salinity control, salt-clearing locks, salt-water barriers, land reclama- 
tion, water transportation, and distribution cannot be made until an operating 
hydraulic model is constructed, the people of the West are most concerned with 
expediting the construction of the model. 

As you know, our organization has a conservative approach to the expenditure 
of funds, and we have most carefully examined and reexamined .this request 
before making it. 

Therefore, we most sincerely ask your cooperation. 

Very truly yours, 
SANTA CLARA CoUNTY FARM BUREAU, 
R. KEN WILHELM, County Secretary. 
E. A. Teresi, President. 

Mr. Gusser. I would also like to have permission, if I may, to insert 
inthe record at this point a letter from the Building and Construction 
Trades Council of Santa Clara and San Benito Counties, advocating 
the same thing, and signed by Mr. O. E. Sargent, executive secretary, 
and Henry 'T. Gunderson, president, representing a committee of 
Mr. V. S. Swain, carpenters; A. R. Tully, bricklayers; R. Brennan, 
council; and H. Gilmore, laborers. 

Mr. Evins. It may be made a part of the record. 

(The letter referred to follows :) 


BUILDING AND CONSTRUCTION TRADES COUNCIL 
OF SANTA CLARA AND SAN BENITO COUNTIES, 
May 2, 1955. 
Subject: (S. Res. No. 119) Civil works appropriation bill, budget allocation 
250,000 for model study, San Francisco Bay. 
SUBCOMMITTEE No. 3 OF THE HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE. 

GENTLEMEN; With particular reference to funds provided in the fiscal budget 

for construction of a scale model of San Francisco Bay and enviruns, we wish to 
state that the Building and Construction Trades Council and its 34 affiliated 
local unions are on record in support of an immediate appropriate of $500,000, 
thereby enabling the United States Army Corps of Engineers to complete their 
studies with despatch. 
Our request for the above amount is not to be construed as additional funds; 
instead, it is intended to accelerate the timetable of operations. In conclusion, 
may we point out the existing water emergency and transportation as well as our 
Military defense. 

Our council’s committee has served diligently for 5 years with regard to this 

all-important study. 
Very truly yours, 
O. E. SarGent, Erecutive Secretary. 
Henry T. Gunperson, President. 
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Mr. Gusser. I would also like permission to submit. for the record 
at this point a letter from the Bay Counties Water Problems Com. 
mittee of Oakland, Calif., which is the committee organized from 
the official representatives from the boards of supervisors of the fol. 
lowing counties: Alameda, Contra Costa, Sacramento, San Benito 
San Francisco, San Joaquin, San Mateo, Santa Clara, Santa Cru, 
Solano, Sonoma, and Yolo, and these groups also advocate the 
$500,000. 

Mr. Evtns. The letter may be received for the record. 

(The letter referred to follows :) 


Bay COUNTIES WATER PROBLEMS COMMITTEE, 
OFFICE OF THE SEORETARY, 
Oakland 7, Calif., February 3, 1955. 
Hon. CHARLES S. GUBSER, 
Representative in Congress, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Str: The Bay Counties Water Problems Committee, which was organized 
in January 1954, is comprised of official representatives designated by the boards 
of supervisors of the following counties: Alameda, Contra Costa, Sacramento, 
San Benito, San Francisco, San Joaquin, San Mateo, Santa Clara, Santa Cruz, 
Solano, Sonoma, and Yolo. 

At the last regular meeting held at Santa Cruz on January 28, 1955, and 
attended by the official representatives of nine member counties, the committee 
voted unanimously to request your assistance in securing the appropriation of 
not less than $500,000 to the Corps of Engineers in the next fiscal year for the 
comprehensive survey of San Francisco Bay and tributaries, Calif. 

The amount of $500,000 is necessary to permit completion of construction of 
the hydraulic model of San Fransico Bay, which is urgently needed to secure 
answers to many engineering questions relating to the bay. Until the model 
is completed and placed in operation, untold losses will result from further 


delay in important research work in flood control, navigation, water supply, and 
related fields. 

In view of the importance of the San Francisco Bay area in the national 
economy, any unnecessary delay in completing this important research facility 
would appear to be false economy. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

Very truly yours, 


Hersert G, Crowe, Secretary. 


Mr. Gupser. I do not know whether to request. permission to include 
this letter or not, Mr. Chairman; it is a letter to me from the Corps of 
Engineers indicating that the money is necessary for the completion of 


this model this year. 
Mr. Evins. It may be included. 
(The letter referred to follows:) 


Corps OF ENGINEERS, UNITED STATES ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE DISTRICT ENGINEER, 
SAN FRANCISCO DISTRICT, 
San Francisco, Calif., January 17, 1955 
Hon. CHARLES 8S. GUBSER, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D, C. 

Dear Mr. Gupser: I have your letter of January 11, 1955 in regard to certain 
information you desire concerned the comprehensive survey of San Francisco 
Bay. I wish to confirm your understanding that the current priority item fo 
orderly progress on this study is the completion of a scale model of the ba 
Since the conclusions of this investigation will be based largely on the move! 
study findings, any delay in its construction will defer completion of the repr 

The cost of the survey report was estimated in our preliminary examinatio! 
at $2,500,000, including $585,000 for a comprehensive model study of the ba) 
The model study estimate includes cost of prototype observations required for 
model operation as well as cost of the testing program and a report of the mode 
findings. The report is presently programed for completion in 5 years. Scheduled 
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progress requires the construction and verification of the model in the first year 
Most of the prototype data will be required for the model verification. It is 
estimated that $500,000 is needed in the first year to accomplish the work 
described above. 

A close coordination has been maintained with the State of California in 
connection with their barrier studies currently under way. In compliance with a 
contract between the State and this office, two reports prepared by this office were 
submitted to the State in October. These reports consisted of: (1) A review of 
sedimentation data and investigations in San Francisco Bay system and adjoin- 
ing Central Valley; and (2) Designs and quantity estimates for salt clearing 
locks in barriers under consideration by the State. A careful review of basic data 
accumulated by this office has been made by the State and such information that 
could be used in their report has been made available. Upon completion of the 
barrier report by the State, a corresponding review will be made by this office 
of recent basic data acquired by the State in order to preclude any duplication 
of effort. Cooperative activity has been accomplished in connection with flow 
measurements into Suisun Bay, traffic studies over barriers, and evaporation and 
transpiration measurements throughout the bay and delta areas. The corps has 
been invited to attend the meetings of the board of consultants reviewing the 
State’s report. In these meetings problems relative to design and justification 
of barriers have been accentuated and possible solutions thereto discussed. 

I am pleased to inform you that in all of the activity coordinated with the 
State the relationship has been one of mutual assistance with a view to reduce 
the cost of investigations and avoid duplication of effort. I can assure you that 
the corps Will pursue this policy not only with the State but with all local interests 
that might contribute to the comprehensive study. 

Very truly yours, 
J. A. Grar, 
Colonel, Corps of Engineers, District Engineer. 


Mr. Gunser. I think, Mr. Chairman, that about concludes my testi- 
mony. 

I would like again to emphasize the fact that the entire area of 
northern California will be affected by the data that will be gathered 
from this survey. ‘This area is growing by leaps and bounds and 
I think you are also aware of that fact, and it is obvious that the 
soner we can have this data, the more valuable it will be. If the 
present appropriation of $250,000 is allowed to stand, the time sched- 
ule for the completion of this survey will be delayed by 1 year. The 
value of the survey will be decreased by that amount. 

We are not asking for any new funds, insofar as the eventual cost 
is concerned, but we are merely asking that the original contemplated 
schedule be maintained. 

Mr. Evins. Congressman Gubser, I think you have made a fine 
statement ; you are ‘rather persuasive and I believe you have answered 
nost of my questions. 

Mr. Gusser. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 





TuHourspay, May 5, 1955, 
RicuMonD Harsor, Catir. 


WITNESSES 


HON. JOHN F. BALDWIN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FRoy 
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

HON. GEORGE P. MILLER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FRoy 
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

THOMAS CARLSON, CITY ATTORNEY OF RICHMOND, CALIF. 

ROBERT F. DONOGHUE, REPRESENTING THE PACIFIC AMERICAyY 
TANKSHIP ASSOCIATION 

RALPH E. DEWEY, REPRESENTING THE PACIFIC AMERICAN STEAM. 
SHIP ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Evins. We will be glad to hear next our colleague, Congress. 
man Baldwin, and the witnesses he will present, and also our col- 
league, Mr. Miller, of California, on the Richmond Harbor proiect, 

Mr. Barpwrn. Mr. Chairman, we are coming to you on the Rich- 
mond Harbor project because we feel there is a tremendous urgency 
about it. This whole matter started back some years ago, as Con- 
gressman Miller will tell you, because it was in his district at the 
time it was started and he did much of the work on the project. 

This project was authorized last year by the 83d Congress. There 
were no funds provided for it in the budget that came before the 
Congress this year. 

I have written a letter to the Corps of Engineers asking them how 
much money they could profitably use this coming fiscal year if the 
money was appropriated, and the answer I received, which I would 
like to place in the record, is signed by Brig. Gen. E. C. Itschner 
and states funds in the amount of $1 million could be profitably 
expended in fiscal year 1956, of which $323,000 would be applied 
to dredging the channel in Southampton Shoal and the approach 
area to the Richmond Long Wharf, and the balance used to initiate 
work under a continuing contract for dredging the inner harbor and 
entrance channel. Then the remainder would have to be appropriated 
in the following fiscal year. 

The reason we are here on an urgency basis, Mr. Chairman, is that 
the tankers have been increased in size, they have been increased in 
draft, and now it has reached the point where the tankers coming 
into Richmond Harbor can only come into the harbor at high tide 
and very serious damage could result by reason of the inadequate draft. 

Mr. Evins. The project has been authorized by Congress and 
Brigadier General Itschner, of the Corps of Engineers of the Army, 
recommends that $1 million could be profitably used in fiscal year 
1956? 

Mr. Barpwin. That is right. 

Mr. Evins. What does the Bureau of the Budget say? 

Mr. Batpwin. The President’s budget did not include any amount 
for this project. We are here because we feel there is a tremendous 
urgency about it and that in the coming fiscal year there could 
be an accident because of inadequate draft that might cause a tanker 
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to be swept against the pier or something of that kind, and we might 
have damage far larger than the $1 million. 
Mr. Evins. Have funds for this project been recommended more 
than once by the Corps of Engineers? 
Mr. Batpwrn. They were recommended first last year, but the 
hearings began in 1948, 
I would hke now, if I may, to suggest that the letter of the Corps 
of Engineers be placed in evidence. 
Mr. Evins. The letter may be received in evidence. 
(The letter referred to is as follows :) 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 
Washington, D. OC. March 11, 1955. 


Hon. JOHN F. BALDWIN, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Deak Mr. BALDWIN: Reference is made to your letter of February 21, 1955, 
requesting the estimated amount of funds which could profitably be expended 
in the fiscal year 1956 for the Richmond Harbor, Calif., project. Your letter 
was acknowledged on February 24, 1955. 

Funds in the amount of $1 million could be profitably expended in fiscal year 
1956 of which $323,000 would be applied to dredging the channel in Southampton 
Shoal and the approach area to the Richmond Long Wharf, and the balance used 
to initiate work under a continuing contract for dredging the inner harbor and 
entrance channel. The present Federal cost of the improvement authorized 
by Public Law 780, 88d Congress is estimated at $2,160,000. Accordingly, an 
additional appropriation of $1,160,000 would be required after fiscal year 1956 
to complete the project. 

I hope the above will serve your purpose. However, should you desire further 
information, I shall be pleased to furnish it upon your request. 

Sincerely yours, 

EB. C. ITSCHNER, 
Brigadier General, United States Army, 
Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil Works. 

Mr. Batpwin. And now we will have Congressman Miller make 
a statement, and then Mr. Thomas Carlson, city attorney of Rich- 
mond; and Mr. Robert F. Donaghue, representing the Pacific Ameri- 
can Tankship Association; and Mr. Ralph E. Dewey, representing the 
Pacific American Steamship Association, have short statements. 

Mr. Evins. They may proceed. 

Mr. Batpwin. The next witness will be Congressman Miller. 

Mr. Evins. We will be glad to hear from our colleague. 

Mr. Mitier. As my colleague has told you, I formerly represented 
this district and I believe on one occasion came before this committee 
urging money for this project. 

Mr. Evins. I might say to my friend that you have been coming be- 
fore the committee several times lately. 

Mr. Mitter. Maybe too often. 

Mr. Evins. We are always glad to see you and to hear you. 

_ Mr. Minter. Richmond Harbor is an adjunct of San Francisco Bay. 
The Standard Oil Co. adjacent to it serves the naval petroleum depot. 
During the war this was a very important installation and in the event 
of another emergency this would be the principal source of getting 
oil out. of San Francisco Bay. That is one of the reasons this is 
important. 

As Mr. Baldwin has told you, we have gone into bigger tankers and 
although I have not represented that portion of the district that he 
hew represents for 4 years, even 4 years ago tankers that were not as 
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big as those now in operation or projected would have to sit in the 
mud at low tide, they could not get in and out freely. _ 

The Standard Oil Co. is going to bring in crude oil in this port from 
Malaya, and to me that is important because it conserves our local 
supply of oil. This is one of the places it will be landed for refine. 
ment, and as a member of the Armed Services Committee, I am per- 
haps a little more conscious now of the value of this installation with 
respect to the national defense picture. 

Mr. Evins. You are supporting fully the $1 million request ? 

Mr. Muuer. | certainly support that fully. It is highly essentia] 
that this channel be dredged so that these tankers can get in and out 
of Richmond Harbor, which is an adjunct of San Francisco Bay. 

Mr. Evtns. Thank you, Mr. Miller. 

Mr. Batpwin. Mr. Chairman, this project is considered so impor- 
tant by the city of Richmond that although 1 representative is going 
to testify for 8, I want to introduce others who are here. 

This is Mr. Al Cannon, the acting mayor of Richmond. 

And this is Mr. Howell, the city manager. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Howell. We are glad to see both of you gentlemen, 

Mr. Batpwin. They consider it so important that they have come 
all the way back here on this project, and I just wanted you to meet 
them. 

The presentation for the city of Richmond will be made by Mr. 
Thomas M..Carlson, the city attorney. 

Mr. Mirxer. I would like to join Mr. Baldwin in introducing Mr. 
Carlson. I know he is well known to Mr. Jensen, and | know his state- 
ment will be profitable. 

Mr. Evins. You may proceed, Mr. Carlson. 

Mr. Carson. Let me say this. I have prepared and have left on 
the table, in accordance with what I understand the rules to be, eight 
copies of a statement that is rather full. I will be brief and reada 
paragraph from it that I think is important. 

First I will say that in 1948, as city attorney of the city of Rich- 
mond—lI have served 30 years in that capacity—I appeared before the 
district engineer at Richmond and made the initial presentation with 
respect to the deepening and dredging of channels and approaches 
in Richmond Harbor. I also appeared before the Board of Engineers 
for Rivers and Harbors 2 years ago and made the presentation; and 
before the Committee on Public Works of the House of Representa- 
tives last year. 

What has been said by our two Congressmen—and I think it is 
wonderful that we have bipartisan support. I can say that I know 
Mr. Miller was a great Congressman, and I know this young man will 
be a great Congressman. 

The thing I think is of tremendous importance that is not usually 
understood with reference to Richmond is this: We are the second 
largest port on the Pacific coast in terms of tonnage. Oakland is on 
San Francisco Bay; and San Francisco is on San Francisco Bay. 
But these figures, I think, are astounding. 

From 1946 to 1950 the port of Richmond averaged 10 million tons 
of commerce annually. For 1952 the commerce totaled about 14 mil- 
lion tons. According to the latest annual figures available, those re- 
leased by the Department of the Army, the tonnage for 1953 was 
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9987.49 tons as compared to 2,547,697 tons for the same year for the 
ort of Oakland and 2, 461,786 tons for the same year for the port 


of San Francisco. In other words, in 1953 the port of Richmond had 
more than double the combined tonnages of Oakland and San Fran- 


“sco or approximately five times as much tonnage as either of her 
ister ports, Oakland and San Francisco. 


Now, then, Richmond, as Congressman Jensen knows, was the lo- 
cality in which about 30 percent of the ships were built during the war 
period. We have in that area—and I have listed them—a number of 
industries that are suppliers of goods that are tremendously important 
in the national interest, and these suppliers use these ports. 

In order to test this thing out, I went out on a tanker that came 
fom Malaya and was told by the captain that in order to get into 
the port of Richmond sometimes the delay is 48 hours, and the cost of 
those 48 hours runs into thousands and thousands of dollars. 

| think, in view of the fact this has been under the scrutiny of the 
Board of Army Engineers for the time it has been, and in view of 
the emergency that exists, if you will put $1 million in the budget 
for this project you will be serving the national interest. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Carlson, and your full statement will 
be made a part of the record. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


My name is Thomas M. Carlson. I am city attorney for the city of Richmond, 
Calif.. and am now serving my 30th year in that capacity. I am fully conversant 
with the improvements recommended by the Board of Engineers for Rivers and 
Harbors with respect to the deepening and dredging of channels and approaches 
in Richmond Harbor, having conducted the initial hearing before the district 
engineer at Richmond in July, 1948, and having participated in the several 
subsequent discussions and hearings, culminating with the hearing before the 
Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors at Washington in March of 1953. I 
also participated in the hearings before the Committee on Public Works of the 
House of Representatives, Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, held in Wash- 
ington June 28, 1954. As you are aware, the 83d Congress authorized a harbor 
improvement project for Richmond Harbor, Calif., estimating that the expense 
of the work would be $2,160,000. 

The city of Richmond is in complete agreement with the recommendations 
of the Corps of Engineers that the various approaches and channels mentioned 
in their reports be widened and deepened. We believe that the passage of time 
since 1948 has aggravated the conditions which formed the basis for the original 
project. It is true that the city of Richmond and its residents receive consider- 
able benefit directly and indirectly from the harbor improvements project; 
however, it is also true that the project is in the national interest since the 
industries located on these waterways and serving this area are vitally important 
in the national interest as well as in the economy of the area. 

Some of the industries that utilize the Richmond Harbor area and which are 
fimportance in the national interest are as follows: Butler Manufacturing Co., 
abricating steel buildings, welded tanks, special products; Filice & Perrelli 
ining Co,, processing and packing of fruits and vegetables; GarWood Indus- 
nes, Inc., manufacturers of truck equipment, including bodies, winches, cranes, 
lerricks ; Hall-Scott Motor Division, export packaging; Heckathorn & Co., manu- 


facture of insecticides, weed killers, rodenticides ; Hills Bros. Co., food packaging, 
icluding special Government packs such as Abandon Ship Rations; International 


arvester Co., distributor of parts to repair and renew agricultural and power 
implements ; Pacific Tractor & Implement Co., distributor of agricultural imple- 
lents; Protective Coatings Corp., manufacturer of roof coating and calking 
mpound ; Reaction Products Co., manufacture of chemicals, copper salts, organic 
mMpounds ; Richfield Oil Corp., distributor of petroleum products; Standard Oil 
*, manufacture of petroleum and petroleum byproducts; Steel Processing & 
Ustributing Co., steel slitting and distribution ; The Texas Co., gasoline and oil 
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terminal; Time Oil Co., distributor of petroleum products; Willys Motors, parts 
for aircraft ; and Chase Aircraft Corp., aircraft parts. 

Richmond Harbor is one of the deepwater ports of San Francisco Bay. Frop 
1946 to 1950 the port averaged 10 million tons of commerce annually. For 1982 
the commerce totaled about 14 million tons. According to the latest annyg) 
figures available, those released by the Department of the Army, the tonnage fy 
1953 was 10,287,549 tons as compared to 2,547,697 tons for the same year for the 
port of Oakland and 2,461,786 tons for the same year for the port of San Frap. 
cisco. In other words, in 1953 the port of Richmond had more than double the 
combined tonnages of Oakland and San Francisco or approximately five times 
as much tonnage as either of her sister ports, Oakland and San Francisco, 
Official figures for 1954 are not yet available. It is true that the great bulk of 
this tonnage for Richmond is oil. 

My remarks are purposefully brief because the findings and recommendations 
of the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, supported by the detailej 
report of the district engineer, San Francisco district, ably and fully sets forth 
the need for the improvements and the benefits to be derived therefrom. 

The committee should know that E. C. Itschner, brigadier general, United 
States Army, Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil Works, in reply to an inquiry 
made by Hon. John F. Baldwin, Member of Congress for the Sixth District of 
California, has estimated the amount of funds which could profitably be ex. 
pended for the Richmond Harbor project in the fiscal year 1956 in these words: 

“Funds in the amount of $1 million could be profitably expended in fiscal year 
1956 of which $323,000 would be applied to dredging the channel in Southampton 
Shoal and the approach area to the Richmond long wharf, and the balance used 
te initiate work under a continuing contract for dredging the inner harbor ani 
entrance channel.” 

The city of Richmond most strongly urges that the proposed widening and 
deepening of the channels and approaches go forward without delay and that 
the sum of $1 million be appropriated therefor for the fiscul year 1956. An 
additional appropriation of $1,160,000 for the fiscal year 1957 will be required 
to complete the project. 


Mr. Batpwin. We have as our next witness Mr. Robert F. Donoghue, 
who represents the Pacific American Tankship Association. 

Mr. Donoghue. 

Mr. Evins. You may proceed, Mr. Donoghue. 

Mr. Donocuur. I am Robert F. Donoghue, a member of the firm 
of Donoghue & Ragan, attorneys, with offices in the Wyatt Building, 
Washington, D.C. Iam appearing in connection with the Richmond 
Harbor, Calif., channel project on behalf of the Pacific American 
Tankship Association which is composed of the following companies, 
located on the Pacific coast of the United States, owning and operating 
tankshins: General Petroleum Corp., Hilleone Steamship Co., Key: 
stone Shipping Co., Richfield Oil Corp., Standard Oil Company of 
California, the Texas Co., Tide Water Associated Oil Co., and Union 
Oil Company of California. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Donoghue, can you summarize your statement for 
the committee, and then your entire statement will be included in the 
record ? 

Mr. Donoeuur. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I shall be glad to do so. 

I subscribe entirely to what Congressmen Baldwin and Miller and 
our friend, Mr. Carlson, have said about this situation. 

‘ I think I might do no better than to just read a couple of paragraphs 
ere. 

In 1950, the last year referred to in the Army Engineers’ report, con 
tained in House Document No. 395, the commerce in petroleum and ts 
products totaled about 10,500,000 tons and the general-cargo commer? 
was in excess of 360,000 tons. The presently authorized project pro 
vides for channels varying from 30 to 32 feet in depth with a minimum 
width of 400 feet except that the minimum width in Santa Fe Channel 
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js200 feet. The present authorized depth and width of these channels 
cannot safely accommodate the larger size vessels constructed during 
and since the war, 

The last improvements to the areas covered by the project. report 
were made in 1941. Since that time the size and draft of vessels, both 
tanker and dry cargo, have very materially increased. For example, 
during the war, the Maritime Commission built the T2 tankers which 
became the predominant type vessel used in carrying petroleum. 
These vessels had a carrying capacity of approximately 16,500 tons 
and had a draft of slightly in excess of 30 feet. 

One of the dangers that Congressman Miller pointed out is evi- 
denced in an excerpt from a letter dated April 23, 1953, from the 
Standard Oil Company of California to the Office of Chief of Engi- 
neers, as follows: 

In the meantime, the situation becomes more critical each day. As an example 
of this, early this month the inadequacy of water depth in the approaches to our 
Richmond Long wharf very nearly caused a serious accident. A loaded 24,200- 
deadweight-ton tanker, with a mean summer draft of over 32 feet, was approach- 
ing the wharf when the lack of water beneath the vessel caused it to take a 
sudden sheer. Fortunately, this sheer was away from the wharf. Had it been 
toward the wharf, as it could just as well have been, the results would probably 
have been disastrous. It is quite likely that fire would have resulted with the 
strong possibility of loss of life, to say nothing of the certainty of serious damage 
to the vessel and this highly important oil terminal. 


The Army engineers have recommended that an appropriation of 
$1 million be made for fiscal year 1956, which recommendation we 
feel should be followed. 

May I say one further thing. Mr. Ralph E. Dewey was here repre- 
senting the Pacific American Steamship Association, which is com- 
posed of dry-cargo operators. He asked me to express his comments 
on this briefly, in that he agreed with everything we have in our state- 
ment, everything Mr. Carlson has in his statement, and the remarks 
of Congressman Baldwin and Congressman Miller. He is interested 
in the widening and deepening of the channel because it affects his 
dry-cargo vessels as much as it affects our tankers. 

Mr, Evins. Thank you, Mr. Donoghue. Your full statement will 
be included in the record. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Pacitric AMERICAN TANKSHIP ASSOCIATION 
RICHMOND HARBOR, CALIF. 


I am Robert F. Donoghue, a member of the firm of Donoghue & Ragan, 
attorneys, with offices in the Wyatt Building, Washington, D.C. I am appearing 
In connection with the Richmond Harbor, Calif., channel project on behalf of 
the Pacific American Tankship Association which is composed of the following 
companies, located on the Pacific coast of the United States, owning and operating 
tankships: General Petroleum Corp., Hillcone Steamship Co., Keystone Shipping 
Co., Richfield Oil Corp., Standard Oil Co. of California, The Texas Co., Tide 
Water Associated Oil Co., Union Oil Co., of California. 

The modification of the existing project for Richmond Harbor, Calif., to provide 
for deepening and enlarging the channel, as explained in House Document No. 
385, 838d Congress, at an estimated cost of $2,086,000 was authorized by the 
Congress in Public Law 780, 83d Congress, 2d session. 

The city of Richmond is an industrial area depending greatly upon its harbor 
facilities. The refining and distribution of petroleum is the largest industry 
Inthe area. The Standard Oil Co. maintains a large oil refinery and storage 
and distribution centers, and petroleum products are shipped from its plant to 
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various points along the Pacific coast and the Far East. Richfield Oj! Corp, 
operates an oil-distribution terminal in the inner harbor and The Texas (o, has 
recently completed a large distribution terminal on the Santa Fe Channel. The 
Ford Motor Co. has operated a large assembly plant in Richmond, and othe 
important manufactures are fishmeal and oil, canned fruits and vegetabje 
chemicals, machinery, steel containers, and lumber products. During Wor, 
War II, four large shipyards were also operated at Richmond by the Maritiny 
Commission. 

In 1950, the last year referred to in the Army engineers’ report, contained jy 
House Document No. 395, the commerce in petroleum and its products totale 
about 10,500,000 tons and the general-cargo commerce was in excess of 360,() 
tons. The presently authorized project provides for channels varying from 
to 32 feet in depth with a minimum width of 400 feet except that the minimuy 
width in Santa Fe Channel is 200 feet. The present authorized depth and widt) 
of these channels cannot safely accommodate the larger size vessels constructeg 
during and since the war. 

The last improvements to the areas covered by the project report were mage 
in 1941. Since that time the size and draft of vessels, both tanker and dry 
cargo, have very materially increased. For example, during the war, the Mari. 
time Commission built the T2 tankers which became the predominant type vesg¢| 
used in carrying petroleum. These vessels had a carrying capacity of approxi. 
mately 16,500 tons and had a draft of slightly in excess of 30 feet. 

The initial hearing on this project was held at Richmond on July 28, 1948 
Since that hearing, the trend toward larger and deeper draft vessels has made 
the situation increasingly critical from the standpoints of safety of navigation 
and costly vessel delays. For example, vessels of 38,000 deadweight tons, drav. 
ing in excess of 33 feet of water, now discharge their cargo at the Richmond Long 
wharf while the T2’s continue, under difficulties, to use the facilities of the inner 
harbor. Delays of from 4 to 9 hours in docking the vessels are not uncommon 
in such circumstances. An instance of the dangers inherent in the present depth 
of water at the Richmond Long wharf is reflected in an excerpt from a letter 
dated April 23, 1953, from the Standard Oil Co. of California to the Office of 
Chief of Engineers as follows: 

“In the meantime, the situation becomes more critical each day. As an example 
of this, early this month the inadequacy of water depth in the approaches to our 
Richmond Long Wharf very nearly caused a serious accident. A loaded 24,20 
deadweight-ton tanker, with a mean summer draft of over 32 feet, was approach 
ing the wharf when the lack of water beneath the vessel caused it to take a 
sudden sheer. Fortunately, this sheer was away from the wharf. Had it been 
toward the wharf, as it could just as well have been, the results would probably 
have been disastrous. It is quite likely that fire would have resulted, with the 
strong possibility of loss of life, to say nothing of the certainty of serious damage 
to the vessel and this highly important oil terminal.” 

While the authorized project contemplates the expenditure of $2,086,000, we 
are not requesting that the full amount be authorized for fiscal year 1956. The 
Army engineers have estimated that during the approaching fiscal year, if a 
appropriation of $1 million were obtained, the sum of $323,000 would be applied 
to dredging the channel in Southampton Shoal and the approach area to tle 
Richmond Long Wharf and the balance used to initiate work for dredging the 
inner harbor and entrance channel. We feel that the Army engineers’ estimate 
of the work that can be profitably done during the fiscal year 1956 is a sound 
one, and we respectfully request that your committee recommend favorable col 
sideration of an appropriation in the amount of $1 million for the necessary work 
for Richmond Harbor, Calif., authorized by Public Law 780, referred to above 

We appreciate the courtesy of being permitted to appear before your committe 
on this matter. 


Mr. Jensen. The only thing that comes to my mind in this connec 
tion, Mr. Chairman, is the fact that these tankers and ships are be- 
coming larger and larger every year, and naturally heavier, and need 
a greater depth of water. 1am wondering if any of the shipbuilder 
or shipowners ever stop to think before they start to build these great 
big ships that they will have some problems to contend with as far a 
docking is concerned. 
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I asked a question the other day as to whether the shipbuilders and 
shipowners were giving any thought to building these ships in such 
a manner that they would not need to have deeper waters in which 
to dock by perhaps making the ship more blunt instead of to a point. 
Every ship designer is like an architect or an engineer. He wants 
to build a bigger and better ship than was ever built before, just as 
an architect wants to build the biggest building, and an engineer wants 
to build the biggest oriden:; that is wonderful; that is progress; but 
where is it going to end? If we deepen these channels in order to 
accommodate you folk, looking into the future I can see you coming 
back in the next 5 or 10 years and saying they have to be still deeper. 
Where are we going to stop? Do you not think you had better start 
thinking about how you can build heavier ships that can operate in 
30 feet of water without coming to us constantly and asking us to 
deepen your channels ? 

Mr. Miuier. Mr. Jensen, a good many of these ships are subsidized 
by the Government as a part of our defense. You remember last year 
we passed a bill to get rid of ships that were 10 years old and offered 
to pay part of the cost of new ones if they met the specifications of 
the Navy, because the Navy needs them so vitally in the event of an 
emergency. That is the thing that pretty well establishes the stand- 
ards, the standards established by the Government. 

Mr. Jensen. But, my wonderful colleague from California, that 
is not answering the problem this committee and Congress is going 
to have to deal with. 

Mr. Mitxer. I know it is not, but I think it puts us in the position 
of saying that is what one part of the Government wants, and cer- 
tainly these big tankers are not going to do us any good in time of war. 

Mr. Donoeuurn. I am not very good on the technical aspects. I 
believe from what I have heard that if we had the broader vessel that 
you have described it lessens the speed, and the speed in a tanker, so 
far as defense is concerned, is the important element. 

Mr. Batpwin. It seems to me that we have to accept the situation as 
itexists. The trend toward larger tankers was started by the Maritime 
Commission during World War II. Those are the tankers that are 
sailing the sea, and we have to recognize the existing conditions, just as 
the highway departments have to recognize that larger trucks are on 
the roads. 

Mr. Jensen. I agree with that perfectly. I am looking further in 
the future. I am hoping some shipbuilder can come up with a design 
that will not require greater channel depth than we have to go to now 
in order to accommodate the ships we have to accommodate. Of 
course we have to accommodate them; there is no question about that, 
and we will, but my anxiety is over what is going to happen. Are 
you going to continue building them bigger and bigger? 

Mr. Batpwrn. Obviously we cannot answer that question. 

(Diseussion off the record.) 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, gentlemen. 
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Txourspay, May 5, 1955, 


Sotano Prosrct, CALIFORNIA 
WITNESSES 


HON. JOHN F. BALDWIN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

E. H. UHL, REPRESENTING THE SOLANO COUNTY BOARD OF SUPER. 
VISORS 

HOWARD STODDARD, ENGINEER, REPRESENTING THE SOLANO 
COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS AND SOLANO IRRIGATION Dis. 
TRICT 


Mr. Evins. Mr. Baldwin, we will be glad to hear you and the wit- 
nesses you present on the Solano project. 

Mr. Batpwiy. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the 
Solano project involves the construction of a large dam in the Mon- 
ticello Canyon. I know you gentlemen are very familiar with the 
background. 

Thirteen million dollars has been included in the President’s budget 
and approved by the Bureau of the Budget for this project. 

This is an important year for this project. It is well on its way. 
This is the year when the main dam is to be built. It is essential from 
the standpoint of best timing that the dam be built and, simultaneously 
with it, that construction begin on a diversion dam down the channel 
and on the main canal so that when the dam is completed and water 
starts backing up, the diversion dam will also be ready to use. 

The budget submitted by the President contains $13 million for this 
project. We actually think more than that is needed to proceed 
rapidly enough on the diversion dam and the main canal, but we are 
not here asking for more. We are here simply to stress the im- 
portance of this full $13 million budgetary recommendation of the 
President, approved by the Bureau of the Budget, for this project. 
This will practically complete the dam and enable a start to be 
made on the diversion dam and the main canal. If those starts 
were not made, the supervisory reclamation personnel would be very 
poorly used, whereas if those two projects can be started while the 
main dam is being built you will not waste the time of those trained 
people. 

We have two witnesses from Solano County. I would like to intro- 
duce first Mr. Ed Uhl, who is a grower and who has been very active 
on this project over the years. He was sent here by the board of su- 
pervisors of Solano County, and he has a statement to make to the 
committee. 

Mr. Evins. Very well, Mr. Uhl. We will be glad to hear you. 

Mr. Unt. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name 
is E. H. Uhl. Iam appearing in support of the appropriation for the 
Solano project in California. 

My appearance before this commitee is authorized by, and on be- 
half of, the board of supervisors of Solano County, as well as for the 
Solano County Water Council, of which I am an executive committee 
member. The board of supervisors of my county also serves as the 
Solano County Flood Control and Water Conservation District. The 
Solano County Flood Control and Water Conservation District was 
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wstablished by special act in 1951 by the California Legislature, and 
is in the nature of a master type of conservancy district with authority 
to contract with the United States and, in turn, with irrigation dis- 
tricts and municipalities to be furnished water from the Solano 
project. In many respects, the Solano projectwide district is similar 
tothe Santa Barbara County Water Agency which was also established 
by California law to serve as the master district contracting agency for 
the Cachuma project. 

My occupation is farming. For the last 37 years I have been grow- 
ing a wide variety of crops in the service area of the Solano project. 
[ have irrigated, and I have dry-farmed. I have raised livestock, 
deciduous fruits, hay, and grain. At present, I own and lease 1,080 
acres of dry farming within the boundaries of the Solano Irrigation 
District, or adjacent thereto. Further, I own and lease 1, 200 acres 
of irrigated crops in another irrigation district located in the east- 
ern portion of Solano County. Ever since the Solano project was 
first proposed some 32 years ago, I have followed its progress. This 
is my 16th appearance before ‘the legislative committees considering 
its authorizations and appropri: itions. This experience surely quali- 
fies me to give this committee the facts relating to the need for appro- 
riating the full amount of $13 million which is in the President's 
budget for this project for the fiscal year 1955-56. 

The Solano project consists of a multiple-purpose dam known as the 
Monticello Dam, the reservoir having a capacity of 1,600,000 acre-feet ; 
a diversion dam; a main distribution canal approximately 38 miles 
long; and an irrigation distribution system. The project will provide 
a firm annual yield of 262,000 acre- feet of water, of which bout 90 
percent will be diverted to agricultural use and 10 percent to munici- 
pal, industrial, and domestic use. There are incidental flood-control 
benefits to be derived from the project, but there is no public power 
feature. The total cost is $47,111,000 which is 98 percent reimbursa- 
ble. Only $1,132,000 is allocated to flood control, which is non- 
reimbursable. 

The first appropriation for construction was $2,800,000 for fiscal 
1953-54. We are now spending the balance of $7 million for fiscal 
1954-55. Thirteen million is in the budget for the next fiscal year. 

Now, just a short reference to present construction. Ai this time, 
the bridge just below the dam site is completed and the relocation of 
Highway No. 128 is to be completed this fall. The tunnel is finished 
and water is now bypassing through the same. The dam excavation 
is now under way and cement will start to pour by July 1 this year. 
Completion date for the dam is October 1956, and the contractor 
states there will be no difficulty in meeting that deadline. Our con- 
cern is that construction may lag and become more costly. It had 
been my hope that the diversion dam and main canal of 38 miles 
would have been completed when the dam was finished. In that case, 
construction cost would have been less, and water users could have 
purchased water at least 1 and perhaps 2 years earlier. 

Please bear in mind our need for water is ever increasing and each 
year of delay is damaging to our welfare and progress. We are now 
faced with the third year of a dry cycle. At this date, our rainfall is 
about 65 percent of normal. The water table has been receding for 
many years. This is caused mainly by the recent phenomenal growth 
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in the population of the county. From 1940 to 1950, the population 
increase of Solano County was 114 percent. From 1950 to 1952, Val. 
lejo increased an additional 34 percent. During the last 15 years, 
Fairfield and Vacaville have more than tripled in population. Solano 
County is also a critical defense area. The national interest demands 
that the water needs of the Travis Air Force Base, with a strength 
of over 12,000, and of the great Mare Island Naval Shipyard, with 
a military and civilian force of no less than 23,000, must be met. It 
is essential for us to bring to mind that Mare Island Navy Yard had 
42,000 persons on V-J Day, and was set up for a total, if need be, 
of 47,000. 

The demand for water by the farmer is even more acute. In 1939, 
there were 332 irrigation wells in the service area of the Solano proj- 
ect. Now, with a falling water table, there are today more than 1,250, 
My own experience in attempting to produce crops without irrigation 
has been a nightmare. Without sufficient water for irrigation, our 
economy shows up on the minus side of the ledger. 

Inasmuch as the United States and Solano County have actually 
entered into a contract whereby it is agreed that the Federal Govern- 
ment is to build this project, and we are now in the third year of con- 
struction, it would not be good business for either of these parties 
for the Congress to make any reduction on this appropriation now 
being discussed. In fact, if it were within your power so to do, the 
appropriation should be increased so that the entire works could be 
completed by October 1956 so repayment could commence by the 
spring of 1957. 


Mr. Chairman, in the interest of time, instead of reading these 


letters I would like to have inserted in the record a copy of my letter 
of February 3, 1955, to the President and the answer to the same. 
Mr. Evins. They may be received. I take it the letters support your 
statement. 
(The letters referred to are as follows:) 


VACAVILLE, CALIF., February 3, 1955. 
Re Solano project in California. 


The PRESIDENT, 
White House, Washington 25, D. C. 


My DEAR Mr. PrestpENT: The President’s budget for the fiscal year 1955-56 
provides $13 million for the continued construction of the Solano project. This 
is approximately $214 million short of important accomplishments. Under the 
existing circumstances, it is expected the main dam will be completed October 
1956. Consequently, the United States Government and Solano County are con- 
fronted with the following situation: 

1. The stored water behind the dam (due to lack of funds) will be without a 
diversion dam and main canal. Therefore, water could not be used until the 
summer of 1958. 

2. Water users will be held back 2 years whereas they need the water now. 

3. Repayment to the United States Government likewise will be delayed 2 
years. 

4. Water users must repay every dollar and are concerned about a probable 
excessive cost of the canal and diversion dam unless it can be constructed while 
the Bureau of Reclamation has its present staff of approximately 100 field and 
office personnel. 

5. Several individual studies indicate that $10 million additional revenue will 
be derived from these 100,000 acres (exclusive of industry) under full irriga- 
tion developments. Each year of delay prevents the water users from receiving 
this additional income, and consequently, the Federal Government would be de- 
prived of several million dollars in taxes. 
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Would you seriously reconsider allocating additional funds for this project, 
that the United States and Solano County will benefit at least 2 years earlier? 
" yy deep concern is not only because I have a variety of farming in this county, 
nit also because I have represented Solano County at some 15 hearings in 
Washington, and therefore, I am fully cognizant of this entire prlobem. 

Whatever you can do for us will be greatly appreciated. 

Very truly yours, 
E. H. Unt. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington 25, D. C., March 8, 1955. 


Mr. B. H. UHL, 
Solano County, Vacaville, Calif. 


Deak Mr. Unv: Your letter of February 3, 1955, to the President regarding 
additional funds for the Solano project has been referred to this Bureau for reply. 

You will realize, of course, that requests for construction of water resources 
projects to be included in the 1956 budget were far in excess of those which the 
current fiscal situation would permit us to recognize. Consequently, it was nec- 
essary to limit budget recommendations for going projects such as Solano to 
amounts estimated by the agency as required to meet the most economical con- 
struction schedules that could be provided. With respect to the diversion dam 
mentioned in your letter, it was considered that this is a relatively small struc- 
ture which ean be completed by fiscal year 1957, with the funds that are included 
in the 1956 budget for starting this work toward the end of the 1956 fiscal year. 
We have been advised that under the most recently revised construction sched- 
ules, initial water deliveries would be made by July 1957. To the extent that 
any reductions in cost are realized in constructing the Monticello Dam and 
Reservoir, we understand the Department would plan to apply the savings 
toward construction of the diversion dam and canals. 

We fully appreciate your interest in the project and the importance of irri- 
gation water supplies for the area. 

Sincerely yours, 
Cart H. ScHwartz, Jr., 
Chief, Resources and Civil Works Division. 

Mr. Unt. I wish to conclude by saying that it is very much to our 
mutual benefit if this committee will appropriate every dollar as sub- 
mitted in the President’s budget for this project during the 1955-56 
fiscal year. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Uhl. 

Mr. Batpwin. Mr. Chairman, as the second delegate from Solano 
County, we have with us Mr. Howard Stoddard, an engineer, who 
comes as a representative of the Solano County Board of Supervisors 
and the Solano Irrigation District. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Stoddard, we will be glad to hear you. 

Mr. Sropparp. Mr. Chairman, I do not have a statement to make 
except to say I agree in full with Mr. Uhl’s presentation. I know this 
committee is well aware of the economies that are brought about by 
carrying on an orderly construction program. That is what we want, 
and that is why we feel at least the full $13 million included in the 
budget should be appropriated. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Stoddard. 

! would like to thank Congressman Baldwin, our colleague, for ar- 
raging these hearings. 

You support the full amount in the budget, but do you desire to build 
the diversion dam concurrently with the other dam? 

Mr. Batpwin. We are informed that the amount included in the 
budget will make possible the construction of the main dam in ac- 
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cordance with the time schedule of the Reclamation Bureau and vill 
also make it possible for them to start the diversion dam and for then 
to start the canal. It is not necessary for the Appropriations (op. 
mittee to make any specific allocation as far as the $13 million is cop, 
cerned. The $13 million makes it possible not only to continue thy 
construction of the main dam, but for the reclamation people to stay 
the diversion dam and the canal, and by that coordinated effort they 
will be able to use their construction personnel to best advantage. That 
is extremely important. There is no need for any breakdown as fay 
as the Appropriations Committee is concerned. This $13 million will 
allow that orderly procedure which we feel is so important at this 
time. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you. 

Mr. Jensen. I want to say I appreciate the fine statement our col. 
league has made. He has a fine grasp of the situation and has ey. 
plained it very distinctly as to what he hopes can be accomplished and 
what he hopes the committee will do, as well as has Mr. Uhl. I have 
known Mr. Uhl for a good many years. I remember the time Mr. Uhl 
came before this committee when matters were not as harmonious as 
they are now, but Mr. Uhl was determined and so the committee de. 
cided this was a very worthwhile project and we appropriated money 
for it. I do not know how many years ago that was but I remember 
very distinctly the many sessions we had with Mr. Uhl across the 
table. I want to say it is nice to see you again, Mr. Uhl. 

Mr. Unt. Thank you. It is nice to see you. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, gentlemen, and thank you Congressman 
Baldwin. 


Mr. Batpwin. Thank you. We know it has been a long day and we 
appreciate the time you have given us. 


Fripay, May 6, 1955. 
PowER IN THE NORTHWEST 


WITNESSES 


HON. THOMAS M. PELLY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 

DEAN BARLINE, DIRECTOR OF UTILITIES, TACOMA, WASH. 

JACK D. STEVENS, CONSULTING ENGINEER, SEATTLE, WASH. 

T. W. ANDERSON, CHAIRMAN, UTILITIES BOARD, TACOMA, WASE. 


Mr. Evins. The committee will be in order. 

We are pleased to have appearing before us at this time our col- 
league, Hon. Thomas M. Pelly, of Washington, and I will ask you to 
present the other members of your group with you, Mr. Pelly. 

Mr. Petty. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

First, I would like to express my appreciation to the committee for 
allowing me this time and the other representatives from the Pacific 
Northwest, to give our views in connection with the appropriations 
having to do with the power for our area. 

My district is the First District in the State of Washington which 
includes the Seattle and Kitsap Counties. 
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In that district I have municipally owned and operated plants, the 
seattle City Light, and Kitsap County, I have the Puget Sound, a 
private company. os a 

Both of these power and distributing concerns are members of the 
Puget Sound Utility Council which is a rather unique group in that 
instance, in that they consist of the Chelan County Public Utility 
District No. 1, the Snohomish County Public Utility District No. 1, 
and 1 or 2 county utilities ; two cities, Seattle City Light, and Tacoma 
City Light, and the Puget Sound Power & Light Co. re 

They are closely knit together and work and coordinate their efforts 
toward solving of the power problems in that area. 

Today, I have representatives from that group who would like to 
appear and testify. 

This first gentleman is Dean Barline, from the city of Tacoma, of 
the department of public utilities. 

Mr. Jack Stevens, consulting engineer of Seattle, Wash., and Mr. 
Anderson. 

First, I would like, if I may, to call upon Mr. Barline to testify. 

Mr. Bartrne. Mr. Anderson is to lead off. 

Mr. Petay. Very well, Mr. Anderson will express first the views of 
the group that he represents. 

Mr. Evins. We will be glad to hear you, Mr. Anderson. 

Mr. Anperson. Mr. Chairman, first I wish to thank the committee 
for the opportunity of coming before you to give you our views on 
the activities in the area, and to state that we support the Bonneville 
Power budget and the Corps of Engineers’ budget. 

First, I would like to tell you a little bit about the background of 
the area, which I think may be advisable to you in view of some of the 
questions that have been brought up in past years. 

First, the power pool in the Northwest is a group of operating utili- 
ties that are coordinated with the Bonneville Power Administration, 
and they are formed of the Puget Sound Power & Light, Seattle City 
Light, and the city of Tacoma Light. And on the lower end of the 
State of Washington ; and we have on the eastern end, the Puget Sound 
and the Pacific Power & Light, a part of General Electric system, and 
the Bonneville Power, to the east. 

And may I observe that all of these utilities are integrated to- 
gether with a system of tie-ins and grids, and interconnecting trans- 
mission facilities to do their utmost to utilize all of the power poten- 
tial in the area. 

It is a voluntary group in which they exchange power and store 
water for one another; if one utility is not using water, they can 
generate their electricity and send it over to some other utility, 
where it is not using the water that is stored in the reservoir. We 
Integrate and exchange power and storage of water in order to get 
the utmost use of the power from the available resources. ; 

_ We also have the Northwest Utility Conference Committee which 
is composed of all of the utilities and the operating public utilities 
ind private operators in the area. I might say that the pool itself 
was established in 1942. In 1946 a conference committee was set 
lp as a means of getting the utilities together to make a study of 
the problems to help the Bonneville Power Administration to deter- 
mine the availability of power and in the event of curtailment of 
these utilities, to affect where you would expect a reduction in avail- 
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ability of power from the Bonneville system; and also to unite jy 
the efforts to support the budgets of the Corps of Engineers and thy 
Bonneville Power Administration. 

We have another group that was formed in 1953—or was it 1954) 

Mr. Barurne.: In 1954. 

Mr. Anvrerson. Consisting of the Seattle and the Tacoma (jy 
Light ; the Puget Sound Power & Light; the Snohomish County Pub. 
lic Utility and the Chelan County Public Utility District. 

These utilities are more concentrated in the Puget Sound ay 
Cascade areas. 

We feel that the problem in our area is one of coordinating thes 
utilities, of getting both new producing utilities and trying to & 
velop the utilities in our area to their utmost capability. 

I would like to read 1 or 2 of the declarations of the objectives , 
the Puget Sound Utility Council, Nos. 1 and 5. 

No. 1, to take care of the total electric power needs of the Puget 
Sound and Cascade Area for all purposes, including the industriy 
growth, which we intend to do. 

That objective was set up when it was found that we could no 
longer except the Government to assume all the responsibility o 
providing power in this area. 

Objective No. 5: These utilities agree to explore ways and means 
as to how, on a broad base, to foster the expansion of our economy by 
the creation of more jobs, larger payroll, and help serve industry 
and all other groups in the Puget Sound and Cascade areas. 

The council generally meets in Seattle once a month, where we 
get together to talk over the problems. 

We have as members of the council engineers who study the natural 
resources of the area, the demonstrated load, the means of tying 
in and exchanging power in the area, and to come up with recou- 
mendations as to how we can best proceed, individually and collee- 
tively, together on the matter of any new starts that might | 
developed. 

I have a map here which shows the areas, service areas, of Puge 
Sound-Cascade region. I think I can proceed best by passing t 
each of you gentlemen a copy of this report which has been prepared. 

Mr. Barurne. May I suggest that you make it a part of the record. 

Mr. Anperson. And I would like to have it made a part of the 
record. 

Mr. Evins. The committee will accept the report for its use, with 
out introducing it into the printed record. 

Mr. Anperson. There is a map which is just ahead of page | ol 
this particular program report, which I have just handed to you. 

On pages 2 and 3 we have a tabulation of the powerload, giving t 
actual statistics of the region; this also gives the population an 
other statistical data on the Puget Sound-Cascade region. 

Then on page 33, to which I would like to refer you in that report 
is shown the council load and the estimated minimum load level fro 
1954 to 1963. 

There is a tabulation from 1940 to 1953, showing the annual energ! 
in billion kilowatt-hours. Also a tabulation showing the winter peak 
giving the estimated load projected to 1963. 

On page 43 is another tabulation, showing the loads and resoure? 
of the west group utilities of the Northwest power pool, assumi! 
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critical hydro conditions, and minimum load levels, and this tabula- 
tion is from 1954-55 through 1964-65. 

You will note at the very bottom of the tabulation the item men- 
tioned earlier: Area surplus. 

In 1954-55, we have a minus 50, and in practically every year except 
1958-59, we have a minus quantity; this is shown in thousands of 
kilowatts. There is only 1 year shown here when there is a surplus, 
and that is a very small surplus. 

Then on page 49 we have listed a table, No. 17, giving the council 
projects under investigation, with possible dates of initial operation, 
which shows the Mayfield Dam; the city of Tacoma is presently call- 
ing for bids on it, and it is intended to have construction started within 
a 2-month period. 

Cushman No. 3 isa project which involves reserve storage. 

The next project is Upper Baker. 

Then we come to Mossy Rock, the second power project in the 
region of the city of Tacoma which will produce around 300,000 kilo- 
watts. 

The next project is Boundary, operated by the city of Seattle, with 
a capacity of 265,000. 

Another project is the Lower Baker, a Puget Sound Power & Light 
project, with 55,000 kilowatts. 

And then the Wenatchee, being operated by the Chelan County Pub- 
lic Utility District, with a capacity of 110,000 kilowatts. 

The Sultan, another project by the Snohomish County Public 
Utility District with 111,000 kilowatts. 

Then the Rocky Reach, which is also being studied by the Chelan 
Utility District. 

Then we also have a project which we have worked out with the 
Canadian Government on the question of storage, and the degree by 
which it might provide more storage than the Grand Coulee Dam 
by about twice. 

Then I would like to refer you to plate No. 6, opposite page 50, 
which shows the long-range power situation analysis, giving the 
present hydroelectric plants, the plants now under construction, the 
plants proposed by the Puget Sound Utility Council for investigation, 
firm purchases from Bonneville Power Administration and firm pur- 
chases from industrial plants. 

That, gentlemen, will give you a brief rundown of the activities of 
the Puget Sound Utility Council. 

I would like now to call on Mr. Jack Stevens, consulting engineer 
for the Puget Sound Utility Council, who will present a statement in 
connection with the Bonneville Power, and Army engineers’ budgets. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Stevens, we will be glad to hear you at this time. 

Mr. Stevens. Mr. Chairman, this isa statement to the Subcommittee 
for the Western Area of the Subcommittee on Public Works. 

The Puget Sound Utilities Council consists of Seattle City Light, 
Tacoma City Light, Puget Sound Power & Light Co., Snohomish 
County Public Utility District No. 1, and Chelan County Public 
Utility District No. 1. They own and operate powerplants that have 
a combined peaking capability of 1.6 million kilowatts. In addition, 
they all have long-term, firm power contracts for the purchase of 
power from the Federal Columbia River power system. The council 
utilities serve a population of 1,530,000 persons, 60 percent of the 





334 


State of Washington. Annual income is about $64 million and total 
assets are over one-half billion dollars. The utilities are now investi- 
gating 8 hydroelectric projects, totaling 2.8 million kilowatts. 

The five public and private electric-power utilities comprising the 
Puget Sound Utilities Council have examined the fiscal year 1956 
budgets of the United States Army Corps of Engineers, and the 
Bonneville Power Administration, Department of the Interior. The 
utilities believe that all of the budget items are necessary and that 
the budgets of the respective agencies represent minimum require- 
ments. The council urges, therefore, that no reductions be made in 
the budgets presented by these two agencies. 

The power program of the Puget Sound Utilities Council is closely 
coordinated with the resources and power operations of all Northwest 
utilities and agencies directly, or indirectly, associated with the opera- 
tions of the Northwest power pool. The budgetary items proposed by 
the Corps of Engineers and the Bonneville Power Administration are 
consistent with the development of regional resources and power 
operations. 

The Puget Sound Utilities respectfully requests approval by the 
Subcommittee of Public Works of the Appropriations Committee, of 
the fiscal year 1956 budgets of the Corps of Engineers and the Bonne- 
ville Power Administration. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Stevens, you are appearing in support, and in be- 
half, of the Puget Sound group for the budget recommended funds 
for the Corps of Engineers and the Bonneville Power Administration! 

Mr. Srevens. Yes. 

Mr. Evins. That is the some position that the others have taken. 

Mr. Srevens. Yes. 

Mr. Evins. Am I correct in that you are not recommending any 
greater sum than the budgeted amount? 

Mr. Stevens. May I put it this way, Mr. Chairman, that we have 
examined the presentation of the two agencies and the engineers feel 
that those are the minimum budgets and in line with the statement 
made, the recommendation is that they not be cut. 

Mr. Barurne. I might add, if I may, Mr. Chairman, that the mem- 
bers of the Puget Sound Utility Council have met with the members 
of the Northwest Conference Committee and with members of the 
corps before we came to Washington, and we are in accord with the 
statement that these are bare minimum budgeted figures. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Anderson, how many public and private utility 
groups and conferences do you have in the area? Just as a matter 
of record, you have the Northwest power pool and you have the North- 
west Conference Committee, and you are in the Puget Sound group. 
What other groups would you mention ? 

Mr. Anperson. I do not think that, basically, is the entire picture. 
But I wanted to try to bring out that the pool system is an operating 
group. 

Mr. Evrns. Yes. 

Mr. Anperson. And we have a conference committee, and we have 
the Puget Sound utility group. 

Mr. Evins. The Puget Sound utility operating, or nonoperating, 
tied in with the Northwest Conference Committee ? 
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Mr. Anperson. There were some charges to the groups in the 
area. The conference committee was operated by the utilities on a 
mutual basis. We operate on a nonpaid basis from our group. 

Now, later on, in 1954, early in 1954, they set up a different type of 
organization in which they employed a paid manager for this group. 

We, in the city of Tacoma, felt that if we were going to contribute 
coward the budget, that would be roughly $30,000 a year, that we 
would better our activities and promote our interests in the area better 
by getting these utilities that are in the same economic area to work 
nore closely together, to study the resources of the area, to study the 
advantages of steam generation which could be worked out together 
isa group, and also to study the possibilities of atomic energy in 
the area. 

Mr. Evrys. You are not in conflict with the Northwest Conference 
Committee ? 

Mr. Anperson. No; we are not. 

Mr. Evins. And you are actually supporting both of these budgets? 

Mr. ANpERsoN. And many of our members meet with their group 
aud work with them, but we just felt that we would be better off to 
establish this other group. 

Mr. Evins. You, in effect, are a region within a region ? 

Mr. ANpEeRSON. That is right. 

Mr. Baruine. And may I add to that, Mr. Chairman, that there are 
twomembers, two PU DS, that are members of the Puget Sound Coun- 
cil that have not, at any time, ever been members of the conference 
committee. One of them, the Snohomish PUD has some 40,000 cus- 
tomers which you can readily see is a large operation. 

Also the Puget Sound Council has a hired engineer and we are 
working together on a very close basis, doing whatever we can to try 
tocoordinate each of the activities; and we are all working together to 
ake it possible to bring in enough generation to meet the power de- 
mands in the area. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you very much, gentlemen. 

Mr. Murray. I was just wondering about the relationship to this 
Northwest power pool group. As I understood the presentation of the 
pictures to the committee, they demonstrate a program of what I 
wderstood to be the entire Northwest area for a period up to and 
including, I think, 1965, which did show a considerable participation by 
the Federal Government. I was wondering if you are aware of that 
program, and if, since you do represent a considerable portion of the 
Northwest area, whether you also took into consideration, or contem- 
plated the needs of the area, and whether there would be participation 
between the groups. 

Mr. Anperson. That is correct. 

Mr. Barurne. First, I would like to state that it was not the North- 
west pool that was here; that was the conference committee which is an 
entirely different group. They are members, and are very active mem- 
vers, of the council. However, they do meet with us on an areawide 
vasis; as far as Federal participation is concerned, we feel that it is 
absolutely necessary that we have these projects, because our load is 
veyond the point where we can strain our facilities to meet the demand. , 
The Tacoma plant, for instance, is worth about $60 million, depre- 
ciated value, if it were to go on the market today and we are having 
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to provide about $45 million for that; and we have nother $90 milli 
to $100 million financing job, and we are rapidly going to reach th 
place where we cannot go beyond our present basis without som 
assistance. That is in support of the statement that was made earlier 
that we cannot act independently, and therefore, we are in accordang 
with the statement that we are very definitely in need of assistang 
from the Federal Government. 

Mr. ANperson. I think you wanted to know whether we had th 
information that you referred to. 

Mr. Murray. That is correct. 

Mr. ANpvERSON. We have been furnished the data from all the util 
ties to be incorporated in the statement; it is all combined. 

Mr. Murray. Their statement to you does reflect your present cap, 
bilities and your planned capabilities; is that correct ? 

Mr. Anperson. Yes. We furnished that information to them, an 
when they made the statement to you, it was included. That includes 
the capability requirements, proposed and projected. 

Mr. Murray. Thank you. 

Mr. Hanp. This is a very attractive and obviously a very expensiy 
brochure, no doubt intended to attract more industries to the area, 

Mr. Anperson. Yes; we have been authorized to distribute thi 
report to industrial users and potential industries that would com¢ 
to the area; also for aid in financing, to bond people, who are in the 
business of financing this type of development. 

Mr. Hanp. So, in effect, the more power you get developed, wit! 
Federal assistance, the more consumers you try to bring in, with the 
result that you have a constant increase in the demand for power, an 
therefore, further need for Government assistance; is that about it! 

Mr. Srevens. Of course, this is my report and it does have ini 
information that would be useful to industry, and also for financia 
administration and assistance to the various utilities. 

Mr. Hanp. And equally of interest to bonding houses. 

Mr. Srevens. That is correct. This is a summary of my mor 
detailed report which is a comprehensive report and provides th 
council group with the type of information needed in connection wit! 
the financing and development of a long-range power program. 

The recommendations of this report point out that the utilitie 
must be prepared to spend $670 million of their own money in the next 
8 years. 

Mr. Hanp. Mr. Stevens, I am not intending to be critical at all. 

Mr. Stevens. No. 

Mr. Hanp. But. merely to point up the fact that the more powet 
you get, whether with or without Federal assistance, the more yo 
will try to influence others to come in and the more you will try ‘4 
sell power, and therefore you have a constant shortage of power, ald: 
greater need for power. 

Mr. Stevens. That is right. As you know, we have a very rapi(lJ 
erowing area, particularly in the last decade and a half, and we expe: 
it to grow more rapidly. 

Power has been cheap out there, residential consumers use 6, 
kilowatt-hours per year compared with a national average of 2,)+ 
kilowatt-hours. The cost per kilowatt-hour is 1.16 cents compare 
with a national average of 2.74 cents. 
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Mr. Hanp. I might call your attention to the fact that other areas 
of the country are contributing their share of the money to build 
Jlants that make for cheaper power than you have in your area. 

Mr. Srevens That,. I could not deny. 

Of course, in this connection, we are not planning here any govern- 
mental expenditures. What we are doing is recomme nding that the 
Government go ahead with the completion of projects which are al- 
ready under construction. The $670 million that I mentioned a mo- 
ment ago is for building our own new facilities that we will need to 
supple ment our own generation and firm power purchases. 

Mr. Hann. Thank you. 

Mr. Evrxs. Thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. Petty. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity for 
this group to be heard. 


Frmay, May 6, 1955. 


Reponpo Breacnr, Cauir. 
WITNESSES 


HON. CECIL R. KING, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
F. E. HOPKINS, CITY MANAGER, REDONDO BEACH, CALIF. 


Mr. Evins. We have with us our good friend and colleague from 

California, Hon. Cecil R. King, and we will be very pleased to hear 
oe at this time, Mr. King. 

Mr. Kine. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the com- 
mittee, 

[ appreciate deeply the opportunity and privilege of coming back 
fore your committee. Iam here today, as in the past, to again pre- 
sent the plight of Redondo Beach, which is a small city in my district, 
and to urge that your subcommittee recommend an appropriation suf- 

ent so that work may be started on this project, which was author- 
ined in 1950, by the 80th Congress in House Document No. 303. 

On August 12, 1953, I submitted to the Director of the Bureau of the 
Budget a full and up-to-date account of the tragic Redondo Beach 
situation in my district, and also on October 8, 1954, I submitted to the 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget a further report, which I would 
like to insert at this time in the records of this committee if that meets 
with your approval. 

Mr. Evins. It will be made a part of the record. 

(The report referred to follows :) 


| 


OcToBER 8, 1954. 
RowLANp H. HuGHEs, 
Director, Bureau of the Budget, 
Executive Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. HueHesS: On August 12, 1953, I submitted to the Bureau of the Budge A 
a full up-to-date account of the tragic Redondo Beach situation in my distri 
more commonly referred to as the Redondo Beach dilemma, and also submitte = a 
set of “before and after” photographs showing the very serious inroads being 
made along the waterfront by the ocean, beyond the temporary seawall barriers 
~e into the main street, buildings, and even the utilities of the city of Redondo 
Beach. 
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As pointed out, the damage was so serious it received radio, television, ang 
headline attention throughout the United States and even in the Canadian preys, 
and merited “picture of the week” in Life magazine. 

What was stressed last year with pictorial proof of the urgent need for the 
completion of this project, is even further stressed at this time due to the cop. 
tinuing damage and cost to the people as the storms of each succeeding winter 
take their additional tolls, and the urgency of action becomes greater each year 
it is delayed. 

This project which was originally authorized by the 81st Congress (H. Doe. 
No. 303) is no longer alone a small boat harbor project, it has become an acute 
emergency situation as the area is repeatedly ravaged by the ocean storms 
costing millions of dollars in damage to local property and facilities, despite 
the hundreds of thousands of dollars spent locally to provide emergency beach 
protection measures which contribute nothing toward a permanent solution of 
the problem. 

I am again submitting photographs which give a graphic picture of the erosion 
problem and the subsequent destruction of property : 

In the first picture (marked “No. 1”) is a view of the beautiful beach shortly 
after the breakwater was halted for lack of funds in 1939. 

The second picture, taken approximately 17 months later, shows the complete 
erosion of the sand so that little of the sand beach remains. (You will note in the 
upper right rear of the picture a building marked by an arrow, which is some 
considerable distance behind the others.) This is the Fox Theater. In the third 
picture you will note that the boardwalk and all the buildings have been washed 
away up to the Fox Theater. Pictures 4, 5, and 6 show the damage-dealing 
waves and the resultant destruction of the dwellings after the 1953 storm, 
Picture 7 shows a section of the main street in front of the $80 million Edison 
plant that has been washed away by sea water pouring into new excavations 
on the site of the expanding Edison plant. Pictures 8 and 9 show the main 
business section of Redondo shortly after the January 1953 storm with rocks 
of football size hurled into the street and with the resultant debris and flood 
damage. Picture No. 10 is an airplane view of Redondo Beach and the break- 
water. The waves are bent by the end of the breakwater and refracted so 
that they approach the beach at express-train speed chopping away at the 
barricades. 

It is pertinent to mention also that during the summer of 1952 all shore-front 
habitations between Sixth and Beryl Streets were condemned by the California 
State Health Board and many of the homes and apartments in this area have 
been evacuated. 

It was gratifying when for fiscal year 1955 there was included in the Presi- 
dent’s budget $50,000 for planning this project, and the Congress appropriated 
the President’s full recommendation to prepare the plan for the construction 
of this project. The planning will be completed during this fiscal year and 
construction can be initiated in fiscal year 1956. Therefore, I most strongly 
urge that the President include funds in the amount of $500,000 in his 1956 
budget to the Congress to initiate the construction of this most urgently needed 
project. 

The project serves a dual purpose—in addition to protecting the city of 
Redondo Beach from the ravages of the ocean, one of the largest concentrations 
of population in the United States would be served by providing this much- 
needed sheltered boat harbor. The general benefits to accrue would include 
the establishment of a harbor with facilities for 700 small craft and the protec- 
tion and filling of a rapidly eroding section of improved shoreline in front of 
the city of Redondo Beach evaluated at a benefit-cost ratio of 1.80 to 1. Other 
benefits, not susceptible of monetary evaluation, include restoration of a blighted 
area, restoration of business and recreational opportunities and the prevention 
of further interruption to normal business and home life. 

Construction of the authorized project is the only solution to the problem 
now existing at Redondo Beach with respect to both beach protection and navi- 
gation. Any further delay in this already long authorized construction would 
be pennywise and pound foolish, and this winter the destruction will likely again 
be equally severe or even worse, requiring commensurate greater expenditures 
by the people on temporary emergency measures as well as greater cost to per- 
manently correct the situation. : 

This project has been delayed entirely too long, for directly after I secured 
its authorization, it was necessary to postpone action on this and other projects, 
due to the urgency of funds and materials needed for the Korean conflict. Now 
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that this emergency is past, I cannot too strongly urge recommendation of the 
appropriation to initiate construction of this vitally needed project. 
Very sincerely, 
CrecriL R. KINe, 
Member of Congress. 

Mr. Kinc. Gentlemen, I cannot too strongly stress the urgency of the 
early commencement of work on this project, in light of the fact that 
each year it is postponed, further damage is done increasing the 
distress and cost to the people as the storms ‘of suce eeding winters take 
their additional tolls. 

It was gratifying that, for the fiscal year 1955, there was included 
in the President’ Ss ‘budget $50,000 for pl: inning this project, and the 
Congress appropriated the President’s full recommendation to prepare 
the plans for construction. The planning will be completed during 
this fiseal year and construction can be initiated in fiscal year 1956. 

I most strongly urge that this committee recommend the inclusion 
of $500,000 in the 1956 budget, to initiate the construction of this long- 
authorized and vital project. 

Mr. Chairman, in the past, I have proceeded on my own in this 
matter, and I thought that perhaps someone directly associated with 
the city of Redondo should have the privilege of assisting me in giving 
you a more complete picture, and I am ple sased to have with me tod: ay 
Mr. F. E. Hopkins, city manager of the city of Redondo Beach, Calif. 

Mr. Evins. We will be very pleased to hear you, Mr. opus 

Mr. Hopkins. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. With your permission, 
I would like to present to the committee some photographs which will 
indicate to you the condition described by Mr. King. 

Going back to 1900, Redondo Beach was a major deep water seaport 
for the entire Los Angeles area. The Santa Fe Railroad and the 
Pacific Electric Railway both had large shipping docks at Redondo 
Beach. This continued for a number of years until the San Pedro 
Harbor was developed because of the requirement for additional 
facilities for this type of commerce. Of course this diverted all 
commercial shipping to the San Pedro Harbor. 

At that time, it was not thought to be feasible by many engineers to 
construct a breakwater in Redondo Beach in competition with San 
Pedro Harbor, but instead to construct a small-crafts harbor which 
would serve a twofold purpose. 

It would not only provide a haven of refuge and anchorage for 
small craft but would protect the Redondo Beach shoreline from the 
periodic severe poundings and beach erosion it received as a result of 
the deep water close in to shore, which made this so adaptable to 
shipping and harbor purposes, but was always a constant threat to the 
shoreline because of the storms. 

In 1939, in cooperation with the Works Progress Administration 
and a city bond issue, the initial portion of the breakwater was built. 

Mr. Hanv. Would you repeat that last statement, please ? 

Mr. Hopkins. Certainly. 

In cooperation with the Works Progress Administration, in 1939, 
and a city bond issue, the initial portion of the breakwater was built. 
Because of the stoppage by this breakwater of the north-south sand 
drift, this then magnified a very serious erosion problem along the 
beach with the ever- --present danger of severe ocean storms. 
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In 1949, it was found to be necessary to construct a rock seavyal] 
along the beach front to prevent serious damage to public property, 
streets, and the main trunk sewer line, for the downtown business 
area is less than one block from the severely eroded waterfront. It is 
just 1 block to the huge $21 million Edison steam generating station, 

The Chief of Army Engineers, in the recommendation to Congress 
on June 1, 1949, drew the following conclusions: 

There is a need for additional small-craft facilities in southern 
California, particularly in Santa Monica Bay. 'The proposed harbor 
development would prevent further erosion of the beach within the 
harbor area and would result in an overall benefit to shoreline con- 
ditions. 

The project for navigation by small craft and fishing interest is 
justified. 

The following recommendations were made and the district engi- 
neer recommends that a project be adopted to establish a harbor for 
small-craft navigation at Redondo Beach. 

The recommendations of the Corps of Engineers of measures to 
prevent further property damage and beach erosion have been con- 
curred in by the Los Angeles County engineer and surveyor, the State 
of California Department of Public Works, and a special Governor’s 
committee, appointed by the Governor of California, to examine the 
damage to property at Redondo Beach. This committee had, as its 
members, such eminent engineers as Morough P. O’Brien, dean of the 
University of California School of Engineering, and a member of 
the United States Beach Erosion Control Board, assisted by Gerald 
H. Jones, assistant State engineer, and R. L. Patterson, noted harbor 
engineer of Newport Beach, Calif. 

With the rapid expansion of the Los Angeles International Air- 
port, which is now reputed to have the greatest number of daily take- 
offs and landings of any city in the United States, with the exception 
of New York, all takeoffs are out over the ocean; therefore the neces- 
sity for air-sea rescue facilities is growing more apparent daily. 

Redondo Beach would be ideally situated for the headquarters of 
such an operation. It is also well located as a haven of refuge for 
small craft which could not negotiate the hazardous Catalina Channel 
during bad weather. 

In conclusion, I would like to show these pictures of Redondo 
Beach, depicting the damage created by the severe ocean storms and 
beach erosion, and in connection therewith, if this is not published, 
the wave pattern diagram prepared by the Scripps Institution of 
Oceanography, for the Corps of Engineers, which is not yet ready for 
public release. 

This first picture shows Redondo Beach in 1905 when it was a sea- 
port at Los Angeles. In 1950, there was a severe storm which caused 
heavy property damage. 

At this point, the sand ran out across, north-south and they had a 
very nice sand beach. 

Mr. Hanv. What was the cause of that accumulation ? 

Mr. Horxrns. The constant north-south silting and the swirls that 
started away up the coast. 

The first picture shows the condition of the beach, shortly after the 
breakwater was halted in 1939 for lack of funds. This is in the same 
locality. 


actio) 
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\fr. Kine. I think perhaps the most important pictures, the ones 
that show the beautiful strand, and then just a few years later, you can 
ve that the ocean comes right into the city streets. 

; Mr. Horxins. Then on . the other side, the business side, is indi- 
vated the damage that has occurred through the years, since the 
¢] rosion. 

Then this next picture was taken at the same location, and you will 
jote, as Mr. King pointed out, the beautiful white strand. This is 
the third pic ture roan the end of this group. 

Mr. Kine. They are not indicated as to number, but the third pic- 
ture from the end was taken from the Pas al spot as this other 
picture, which would be No. 5, in 1939. The third from the last 
pict ire in this group was taken from = same location, as of the 
pr ent time: was it not ? 

Mr. Horxtns. That is correct. 

Mr. Kine. I have never seen or heard of a more acute beach-erosion 

yroblem than this. 
' Mr. Evins. Congressman King has spoken to me several times about 
this situation and I must admit he has certainly emphasized his 
interest in the project with this exhibition of pictures, and I have been 
trmendously impressed with the need and the necessity for some work 
to be done in this area. 

As I understand it, all of the planning work has been completed 
by the Corps of Engineers for this project ? 

Mr. Kine. It is under way this year. 

Mr. Evins. And will be completed this year ? 

Mr. Kine. Yes. 

Mr. Evins. How many years has this planning work continued ? 

Mr. Krxeg. Studies have been going on for some 4 years. 

Mr, Evins. 4 years? 

Mr. Kine. Yes. 

Mr. Evrys. It is your view that within the next fiscal year the Corps 
of Engineers could move immediately on some construction work if 
finds were provided ? 

Mr. Kine. They so stated. 

Mr. Evins. That is their recommendation ? 

Mr. Kina. That is correct. 

Mr. Evins. But the Bureau of the Budget failed to include funds 
for this year; is that the situation ? 

Mr. Kine. The Bureau of the Budget’s attitude has not changed. 

Mr. Evins. You are recommending $500,000 as the initial appro- 
priation to begin the work, as indicated in this last picture? 

Mr. Krne. Yes. 

Mr. Evins. Is the scale model of the harbor completed ? 

Mr. Kine. Yes. We have a breakwater that runs out for how many 
feet, Mr. Hopkins ? 

Mr. Hopkins. 2,400, I believe. 

Mr. Kine. 2,400 feet. We feel, and in fact it has been testified 
by the Army engineer that that 2,400 feet of breakwater has caused 
a most unusual whirl, with the resulting damage, and that it should 
either be removed or extended and completed. 

Mr. Evins. It is not unusual for the committee to go contrary to 
the Bureau of the Budget when it has received information that 
action should be taken. 
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I am going to turn the question over first to our colleague from Ney 
Jersey, Mr. Hand, who represents an area on the Atlantic with , 
problem involving beach erosion. 

Mr. Hanp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have been living anq 
studying beach-erosion problems all my life, and by a curious eoip. 
cidence, we have a situation that is very much like yours, in my ow) 
town. 

Mr. Kine. Yes; I have heard you mention that. 

Mr. Hanp. A jetty has been built, and because of the construction 
of the jetty for a harbor, this situation is accentuated. 

Mr. Hopxrns. Yes. 

Mr. Hanp. This is the city on this end and this is the jetty [indi- 
cating |. 

Mr. Hopxrns. Yes. 

Mr. Hanp. The beach is on this side. Which direction is this? 

Mr. Horxtns. This is south and the jetty is shown out here. 

Mr. Kine. That is the situation in 1939. 

Mr. Hanp. How long is this jetty ? 

Mr. Horxrns. 2,400 feet. 

Mr. Hanp. Was that erected by the Federal Government? 

Mr. Horxrns. The original jetty—— 

Mr. Hanp. How much was put up for it? 

Mr. Hopxtns. $240,000 was put up by the city and $300,000 by the 
Government. 

Mr. Hann. So in effect the result is pretty much your own fault. 

Mr. Horxrns. Yes. 

Mr. Hann. Of course, you did not know what the effect would be 
at the time. 

Mr. Hopkins. That is right. 

Mr. Hanp. Where is the traffic in and out of this harbor? 

Mr. Hopxrns. It comes in and goes out in this direction. This pic- 
ture [indicating] shows the growing use of the small craft. This is 
the only access it has in here [indicating]. 

Mr. Hanp. There is no wharf in here [indicating] ? 

Mr. Hopkins. No. 

Mr. Hann. What do you propose to do with this jetty ? 

Mr. Hopkins. Perhaps they would extend it down to deepwater, at 
this point [indicating]. 

Mr. Hanp. How much more do you plan to add to the present 
breakwater ? 

Mr. Horxtns. About another 2,400 feet, I believe. We have that 
here in this statement. 

Mr. Hanp. That is rock, of course ? 

Mr. Horxrys. Yes. 

Mr. Hanv. How much do you propose to extend it? Just put the 
information in the record if you do not have it. 

Mr. Hopkins. We have the exact figures if I can find them. 

Mr. Hann. Just supply it for the record. 

Mr. Horxrns. Yes. 

The pronosed extension of the existing breakwater is 3,144 feet, om contour il 
water 35 feet deep. Also a groin extending from the shore 700 feet. 

Mr. Hanp. What is the estimated cost of construction ? 

Mr. Horxtns. The latest figure supplied by the Army which is net 
ready for public release is something over $5 million—$5,650,000, and 





m Ney 
with q 


ng and 
IS Coin- 
nyY OWn 


ruction 
{ indi- 


this? 
e, 


is pic 
This is 


ater, at 
present 


ve that 


put the 


ntour in 


1 is not 
0, and 


343 


the cost to the local interests would be to build the interior work, 
which would be $2,030,000. 

Mr. Hanp. That is the cost to local interests ? 

Mr. Hopkins. Yes. 

Mr. Hann. $2,030,000? 

Mr. Hopkins. Yes. 

Mr. Hann. And the Federal Government what? 

Mr. Horxrns. It would be $5,650,000. 

Mr. Hann. How deep is the water at the point where you plan to 
extend the present breakwater? Would it be available for ocean 
traffic ¢ 

Mr. Horxtns. I will have to supply the figures but it would run 
somewhere approximately 30 feet. 

Mr. Hanp. What is the population of Redondo Beach ? 

Mr. Hopkins. 38,000. 

Mr. Hann. Do you happen to know what the assessed valuation is? 

Mr. Hopkins. The total assessed valuation is about $46 million. 

Mr. Hann. To be frank with you, would the breakwater be for the 
purpose of harbor development or for beach erosion problems ? 

Mr. Hopxrins. It would be a combination, yes. 

Mr. Hanp. Which do you think is the more important ? 

Mr. Hopkins. It would be a little hard to differentiate one from the 
other, because if you build a harbor, naturally it means increasing the 
value of the property, those values would change in the area and 
activity along the harbor front would change. 

(Off the record discussion. ) 

Mr. Evins. We have another qualified beach expert on this com- 
mittee, Mr. Murray, from Chicago, who also represents a great beach 
urea. 

Mr. Murray. Mr. Chairman, I was a little disappointed in this from 
the standpoint that somebody has indicated that we had no beach 
problem, but in Chicago, I think most everyone knows that we have 
the most beautiful waterfront in the world, which lies along Lake 
Michigan, but actually due to the high-water cycle, much of our 
beaches are under water, not just the result of beach erosion. 

Iam rather surprised to see that we are being asked to appropriate 
a considerable amount of money on the basis of beach erosion, when, 
in Chicago, all we had desired was to take a few buckets out of Lake 
Michigan for drainage purposes which might have given us a little 
greater beach without injuring anyone else, and we have not even been 
allowed to remove that water. 

Mr. Evins. Congressman King, one of the problems with which this 
committee has been confronted, as pointed out by Mr. Hand, is that 
the Bureau of the Budget will approve certain requests for funds 
where the Beach Erosion Board has recommended those funds, but 
if it is a small boat harbor, or small craft harbor, the situation is 
different. 

Mr, Krne. Yes. 

Mr. Evins. It is on that basis that it has undoubtedly been denied. 
_ Mr. Kina. I would say, Mr. Chairman, that the residents, generally 
in Redondo Beach, would be perfectly willing to forgo a boat harbor 
iltogether, more directly replying to Mr. Hand’s question. 
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Mr. Evins. I was just wondering if you might not be able to ge 
a reclassification of this project, so it would not be classified as , 
small craft, or a small harbor. 

Mr. Kine. We have realized the hazard that we were up againg 
but we wanted to be perfectly frank about it. And I know, befor 
the Senate committee, I had the same problem, but. the pictures y 
the time saved the day, showing that the situation was acute, ay 
at that time, we were helped by Life magazine having pictures of the 
Redondo Beach situation; they used it as their picture of the week, 
and they were very helpful. 

Mr. Hopkins has shown the committee some pictures. You haye 
another map which I think might indicate a little more clearly the 
continuing, year after year, pounding, almost pinpointed in this area, 
This is a most interesting map. 

Mr. Hanp. Does the breakwater show up on this map? 

Mr. Horxtns. No; it is on too small a scale but it would be right a 
this point [indicating]. 

Mr. Hanp. Do I understand that the Redondo Beach is publicly 
owned, municipally owned, or is it a private beach ? 

Mr. Horxrns. It is publicly eiekik There is a portion down here, 
southward of the municipal pier, which is owned by the State of 
California. It is not a privately owned beach. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. King, you have made a most logical and persuasive 
argument, and I am sure the committee will give very careful consid- 
eration to your presentation. 

Mr. Kane. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, gentlemen. 


CHANNELIZATION, FLoop Controt, RECLAMATION, AND IRRIGATION 
PROJECTS 


WITNESS 


HON. HARRIS ELLSWORTH, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF OREGON 


Mr. Evins. The committee will please be in order. 

We are pleased to have with us at this time Congressman Ellsworth, 
who has been before this committee on many occasions, and it is 4 
pleasure to have you with us, Mr. Ellsworth. 

Mr. Extsworrn. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The area I represent in southwest Oregon is approximately one 
third of the entire area of the New England States, and I represent 
approximately 200 miles of coastline and the second largest river 
basin on the west coast, which means that it is necessary for me to 
come before this committee every year and urge the appropriation of 
funds to carry out many authorized projects in this district. 

This morning, I want to present the problems of many parts of the 
district, and to request the appropriation of funds for a number of 
projects. 
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COUGAR AND GREEN PETER MULTIPLE-PURPOSE (FLOOD CONTROL) 


Two of the most important multiple-purposes flood-control struc- 
tures in the Willamette comprehensive project are the Cougar and 
Green Peter Dams. I will discuss them both at the same time since 
they are especially mentioned in the budget which recommends a total 
of $3 million to begin construction on these two projects. Of the $3 
million, $2 million would be for Cougar and the balance for Green 
Peter. It is proposed that these projects be built under partnership 
agreement between the Federal Government and local interests who 
will furnish about 40 percent of the gross cost of these two structures. 

Legislation is pending before the Public Works Committee author- 
izing partnership on these two projects. It is proposed that the 
municipal utility of Eugene, Oreg., construct the power facilities 
at the Cougar project and bear all costs allocated to power. In addi- 
tion, the Eugene Water and Electric Board would contribute approx- 
imately $500,000 toward the cost of the basic flood-control structure 
and pay part of the annual maintenance cost of the flood-control dam. 
During the period of the Federal license expected to be granted to 
the Eugene municipal system, something more than $1 million would 
be paid toward the maintenance costs of the Federal Government for 
the basie flood-control structure. 

Some 37,500 kilowatts installed electric capacity will be available 
at the Cougar project. The gross cost of the complete project will 
be approximately $39,400,000. Under the partnership arrangement 
the gross cost to the Federal Government will be an estimated $26,- 
$77,000—a gross difference of some $12 million. It is interesting to 
note that the-cost of the project under the partnership proposal with 
power installed will be $1 million less to the Federal Government 
than if the Federal Government were to build a sing!le-purpose flood- 
control dam without power. The power produced will be available 
to the Eugene municipal utility at an amount less than the cost of 
power purchased from the Bonneville Administration. 

The Green Peter multiple-purpose project on the middle Santiam 
River is very similar to the Cougar project. The flood-control pro- 
tection needed here is again highly urgent and along with the flood 
control is a potential 97,000 kilowatts installed hydropower. The 
gross cost of the project is $58,365,000. Of this gross cost the power 
facilities alone represent an expenditure of approximately $28 million. 
Under the legislation mentioned it is proposed that a local partner 
finance the construction of the power facilities and bear all cost allo- 
cated to the power development. The licensee in this instance is 
expected to be the Pacific Power & Light Co. which is the utility 
company serving the area in which the dam is located. The construc- 
tion of both of these projects under the partnership plan would reduce 
the gross initial cost to the Federal Government by approximately 
$40 million. 

In particular, I want to urge before the committee the extreme and 
pressing need for the flood-control protection furnished by these two 
dams. I wish that I might take the committee into this area and 
show them the ravages of the annual floods through these highly pro- 
ductive, agricultural lands which are so highly productive that they 
are frequently valued at more than $1,000 per acre for agriculture 
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purposes and farmers receive incomes of $200 or $300 per acre froy 
the normal crops raised in the area. Many of these valuable farms 
have been completely destroyed. It is my desire and the desire of 
the people in these areas that these flood-control structures be built 
as rapidly as possible. Under the circumstances, I urge with the 
deepest sincerity that the committee approve at least the funds men. 
tioned in the budget for these two projects and at the same time | 
wish to urge that the committee onl iailie the appropriation recom. 
mendation available on these projects whether the project is built 
under the partnership plan or whether it is built completely by the 
Federal Government. In making this plea, I believe that I am stat. 
ing the sincere feeling of every person and every organization in the 
areas in which these projects are located. The people in these areas 
have waited patiently and have done everything within their power, 
including substantial financial expenditures, to protect themselves 
against present hazards and to expedite the construction of these 
projects. 

In response to a direct question I have been informed by the Army 
engineers that detail planning on Cougar Dam and a substantial 
beginning on construction can be made in fiscal 1956 if funds are 
provided in this bill. Detail planning for Green Peter Dam can be 
completed in 1956 if funds are provided. Such appropriations are 
authorized under existing law. 


TALENT DIVISION OF THE ROGUE RIVER PROJECT, OREGON (RECLAMATION 
AND IRRIGATION PROJECT) 


Along with the usual civil functions projects this subcommittee is 
considering funds for the reclamation and irrigation projects of the 
Bureau of Reclamation. The Talent division of the Rogue River 
project was authorized by Public Law 606 of the last Congress. 
This project was the result of long years of careful study by the 
Bureau of Reclamation and final approval came at a time when 
budget estimates for the present budget were being transmitted to 
the Bureau of the Budget for consideration. 

The Talent project is located in the Rogue River Valley of Oregon, 
which is the best known, if not the greatest, fresh pear marketing 
area in our country. Perhaps the finest merchandising and market- 
ing of an agricultural product is done by the Bear Creek orchards, 
under the name of Harry and David, and other pear packers in the 
region whose beautiful packages are known throughout the Nation 
and the world. The market for these exceptional pears is expanding 
and production increases resulting from the water furnished by the 
Talent project will be readily absorbed. 

Although rehabilitation funds were approved in connection with 
the project, the Bureau of the Budget did not transmit to Congress 
a recommendation for construction funds. The budget carries the 
recommendation of $30,000 for further study of the project. After 
the transmittal of the budget messaee to the Congress it was dis- 
covered that in the haste of transmitting the data concerning this 
project to the Bureau of the Budget, errors in tabulation of benefits 
resulted in a set of figures which appeared to make the project: ques- 
tionable to the Bureau of the Budget. It is now clearly indicate 
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that instead of a benefit-to-cost ratio of less than 1 to 1, as the project 
appeared to the Bureau of the Budget, the actual benefit-to-cost ratio 
ig 1.42 to 1, as indicated in the original planning of the project. _ 

The payoff period authorized by Congress for this project is 60 
years. However, the Bureau of Reclamation data indicates that the 
actual period of payout will be 58.7 years or less. Under the terms 
of Public Law 606 the farmers are obligated to make their payments 
for the full term of the payout period even though power revenues 
from the power facilities installed as a part of the project are to be 
used to assist: in financing the irrigation portion of the project after 
the cost of the power facilities has been liquidated. I should like to 
point out that according to the Bureau of Reclamation there will 
be a 66 percent return on the irrigation portion of the project for 
the entire payout period. This figure compares most favorably with 
several other projects which are included in the budget; such as the 
Michaud, which stands at 65 percent; Foster Creek, at 36 percent; 
Kennewick, at 55 percent. In this respect the Talent project direct 
benefits figures are not inferior to other approved projects. Financial 
assistance from the power revenues for the project amounts to 34 
percent. This likewise compares favorably to other approved projects. 

Construction on the Talent project should go forward at the earliest 

possible date. The population in Oregon has increased nearly 50 
percent in the last 10 years and the rate of increase continues. Be- 
cause of the exceptionally favorable climatic and living conditions, 
the Rogue Valley has felt the impact and pressure of this increasing 
population. The additional water to expand and diversify the in- 
dustry in southwestern Oregon by expanding the specialized agri- 
cultural production is badly needed. I strongly urge that the com- 
mittee recommend to the Congress the amount of $3 million for con- 
struction on the Talent project for the coming fiscal year. I am 
confident that now that the errors which developed in the project 
transmittal data to the Bureau of the Budget have been found, both 
the Budget: Bureau and the Bureau of Reclamation will be anxious 
to have such provision made by the committee. The rapid completion 
of this project will mean much to the second largest river valley in 
the State of Oregon. 
_Imay say I think it is quite likely that the Bureau of the Budget, 
in view of the fact that these errors were called to their attention, 
may send up a supplemental estimate later in the year. The matter 
isnow under study. 


WILLAMETTE RIVER BANK PROTECTION 


The budget carries an item in the amount of $300,000 for bank 
protection and control on the Willamette River. The budget 
recommendation of $300,000 is essentially similar to what has been 
provided in appropriations annually for a period of years. This 
sum 1s quite inadequate to meet the emergency needs which exist in 
the area. The Willamette River Basin Commission, an official body 
of the State of Oregon, has studied this problem in great detail in 
the past year. The Commission’s study resulted in a finding that it 
ls essential that at least $900,000 be made available for bank pro- 
tection during the coming fiscal year. 
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I realize that the committee may be puzzled as to why, with the 
construction of many of these dams and the partial completion of 
the flood-control system in the Willamette Valley, bank protection 
should become an increasing problem. There are several factors 
which are responsible for this fact. First, there is a matter of bal- 
ance in streamflow and water velocity where uncontrolled waters 
have a junction point with controlled waters. The uncontrolled 
waters are able ¢o move more rapidly in the channels than previously, 
There is an increasing destructive effect upon the channels and the 
tendency of the rivers to cut across from the uncontrolled to the con- 
trolled channel. Further, in the controlled channel, in order to release 
the accumulated floodwaters, it at times becomes necessary to discharge 
the waters at near bankfull levels over a long period of time. This 
likewise has its adverse effect in many sections of the riverbanks. 

A third factor, in regard to the necessity for substantially larger 
sums for bank protection, comes from the fact. that a serious mainte- 
nance problem has developed in connection with previous expenditures 
for bank control work. In the Flood Control Act of 1936 the Congress 
specified that such bank-protection projects built by the Federal Goy- 
ernment must be maintained by local interests. However, in 1938 the 
law was changed and provided that the Federal Government would 
maintain bank-protection projects previously built and _ thereafter 
built. This continued to be the policy of the Federal Government 
until 1950 when the Congress again required that local interests bear 
the burden of maintenance on such projects. This maintenance re- 
quirement was thus shifted to local parties who did not anticipate and 
were not organized and had not the financial ability to immediately 
take care of the problem. In the years since, some of these projects 
have deteriorated badly and the cost of repair is beyond the capacity 
of local groups to handle. If it is within the jurisdiction of the com- 
mittee I believe it wise that provision be made to bring about the repair 
of these bank-protection projects with proper notice to the local inter- 
ests that as of a given date the responsibility for maintenance will be 
theirs. This will give local parties the opportunity to organize them- 
selves to carry the financial burden and to take over the obligation at 
a time and under circumstances which do not present a prohibitive 
financial load. 

In view of these facts, it is my hope that the committee may care- 
fully review the bank-protection item for the Willamette project and 
make such additional allowance above the budget recommendation as 
may be possible. 

1 think that this matter of changing the basis regarding local par- 
ticipation, as I suggested, might more properly be handled by legisla- 
tion through the Public Works Committee, although I believe it could 
be done with some language in your appropriation bill. I would 
suggest that the committee take a second look at this item in the budget 
to see if there is some improving language you might be able to in- 
corporate. Perhaps the Army engineers have given some testimony 
on that subject. If they did not, I suggest that they be interrogated 
regarding it. It isa very difficult problem, as you can see from the fact 
a nw was changed from 1938 to 1950, and it left the situation very 
much in difficulty. 
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HILLS CREEK (FLOOD CONTROL) 


The Hills Creek multiple-purpose flood-control dam is located at the 
juction of Hills Creek and the Willamette River and is a part of the 
\Villamette comprehensive development program. Planning funds 
were included for the current fiscal year. For the next fiscal year no 
item is specifically listed in the budget for the completion of planning, 
hut $10,000 is allotted in lump-sum budget recommendations. This 
planning will be completed early in the first months of the coming 
fiscal year. 

The potential flood damage in this area is now very great. The city 
of Oakridge which lies below the Hills Creek Dam site has grown very 
rapidly in the last few years due to the greatly increased lumbering ae- 
tivity in this area. A flood similar to the most serious previously ex- 
perienced would cause serious damage in Oakridge. The Willamette 
city area elementary school completed 2 years ago and the $750,000 
high school just completed at Westfir would likewise be flooded. Fur- 
ther, it is entirely possible that as many as 100 homes might be lost. 
The total damage to communities in the area below the dam location 
from a recurrence of the worst recent flood might easily amount to $3 
million. Under the circumstances it is urgent that construction be 
udertaken on this project at the earliest possible date. 

I urge the committee to give every oan consideration to including 
sufficient funds to enable the Army engineers to proceed with the ad- 
vertisement of bids for the project and to begin the construction work 
s« that this project can be pushed to an early completion. I am cer- 
tain that the Army engineers can move ahead quickly on the project 


if such provision is made. In response to an inquiry by me, the engi- 
neers stated that planning and a substantial start on construction can 
be made in fiscal 1956. It was stated that $2,050,000 can be efficiently 
expended next year on that project. 


BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION 


The Bonneville Power Administration’s budget request has included 
an amount of $2,413,000 for the Fourth Congressional District of 
Oregon. These funds are required for facilities needed to transmit 
Columbia River power to the Lower Willamette Valley and the south- 
east coastal areas of Oregon. 

Much of the necessary construction activity in this district is already 
well underway and the request includes one new major facility. The 
new facility is a 230-kilovolt transmission line between the J. P. Alvey 
substation and Reston, and the fund request for that item is $1,352,000 
for the line and $112,000 for the Alvey terminal. The Alvey-Reston 
line is scheduled for completion by December 1957 and, when com- 
pleted, will in conjunction with the already approved Reston-Me- 
Kinley facilities provide adequate service for the coastal area where it 
is very badly needed. Plans for this circuit were developed by the 
Bonneville Power Administration and the California-Oregon Power 
Co. and it became a part of the contract agreement between the ad- 
ministration and the company which was made when the overall serv- 
ice plans required in the area were developed. 

As already indicated, the balance of the request for this district is 
for work already underway and includes budget item 132, “Coos Bay 
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area service,” $645,000, The remainder of the request is for norm,| 
system additions needed to meet load growth and improved servic, 
Because transmission facilities are urgently needed in this ares, | 
respectfully urge that these funds be appropriated in the full amount 
of the request. 


Bonneville 1956 budget request 


100 Major grid: 
123 Upper Willamette Valley service....................~-.... $59, 00) 


332 Coos Bay area service 
134 Alvey-Reston 


(a) Alvey-Reston line 

(b) Alvey terminals 
300 Portland area: 
334 Eugene-Reedsport area service 
339 Springfield substation additions 
341 McKinley-Gold Beach 
399 Other transmission facilities 


OU Soe el Re eS i, ede 2, 413, 000 


It is not included in the budget this year, but in 1947 it was, and 
the money was appropriated for it. 


CHARLESTON SMALL BOAT BASIN (COOS BAY HARBOR) 


As a part of the overall Coos Bay Harbor development, the Con- 
gress in 1947 authorized the construction of the Charleston small-boat 
basin to provide accommodation for the fishing boats and other small 
craft operating in this area. This project is a meritorious and much 
needed one. Funds for the construction of this small-boat facility 
were included in the budget for the fiscal year 1951 and the appro- 
priation was approved by the Congress. However, with the advent 
of the Korean war and the “no new start” criteria announced by the 
Truman administration, the funds were impounded and the project 
has not received budget recommendation of funds since that date, 
Meantime the makeshift facilities which had been provided had be- 
come increasingly worse, the small-boat facilities are such that even 
the Coast Guard station operating in the area does not have suitable 
docking facilities for the Government craft. 

This project can be undertaken promptly by the Army engineers 
if funds are made available to them. I wish to urge the committee to 
include in the civil-functions items an amount of at least $150,000 for 
the Charleston small-boat basin in the Coos Bay project. 


CHETCO RIVER HARBOR, BROOKINGS, OREG. 


Just 10 years ago this year Congress authorized a project calling 
for the construction of small-harbor facilities at the mouth of the 
Chetco River at Brookings, Oreg. The previous wharfage and water 
transportation facilities which existed at the Chetco were destroyed 
in 1936. Over a period of years approximately half a billion board 
feet of lumber were shipped from the area over the wharf facilities 

The purpose of the presently authorized project is to provide an 
all-year navigation channel to smaller vessels primarily engaged i 
offshore fishing with the possibility that further lumber shipments 
might be made by means of raft into the open waters and loading 
at sea in the Chetco Cove. 
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Since the time this project was originally authorized, the lumber 
industry has greatly angen” its operations in the Brookings area 
and new plywood production facilities have been installed. The 
opulation in the area has more than trebled. There is a substantial 
tonnage of fish caught in the offshore area. The fishing boat fleet 
would make use of the small-boat harbor facilities available under 
this project. ; } 

The present estimated cost of this project is $600,000. Local in- 
terests will furnish free of cost to the United States necessary land 
easements and rights-of-way and spoil-disposal areas for the project. 
| trust that the committee will investigate the Chetco project care- 
fully and find it possible to include funds for planning and the 
beginning of construction of this new harbor facility. 


ROGUE RIVER HARBOR, GOLD BEACH, OREG. 


The Rogue River, draining the second largest river basin in the 

State of Oregon, empties into the Pacific at Gold Beach, Oreg., the 
county seat of Curry County. This county, while possessing excellent 
resources In minerals and timber and having fine agricultural lands 
and recreational facilities, has been handicapped in development by 
reason of no railroad transportation, no harbor facilities, and limited 
highway facilities. Despite these handicapes the population of Curry 
(County has been increasing rapidly in the last few years. Lumbering 
activities have expanded and new plywood and other wood-utilization 
plants are being constructed in the county. 
After a long and careful study of the resources of the county, its 
population, its industries and commerce and future potential, the 
Army engineers recommended and the Congress authorized the con- 
struction of a harbor at the mouth of the Rogue River to be known as 
Gold Beach Harbor. The estimated cost of the project approved by 
the Congress is $3,758,000. 

The growth of the lumber industry in Curry County has been slow 
and discouraging because of the long haul by truck which was neces- 
sary either north to railroads or south to cities in California. In the 
area immediately tributary to Gold Beach are timber reserves in excess 
of 4 billion feet in a variety of species which enjoy a high demand in 
the umber market. Minerals in the area are coal, copper, chromium, 
and some quicksilver, though development of these resources has been 
delayed because of transportation limitations. A substantial fishing 
industry could be established were there adequate port facilities for 
ishing fleets which operate in the offcoast area. 

No provision is made in the budget for undertaking the construction 
of the Gold Beach project. I trust the committee may examine this 
wuthorized project and recommend to the Congress funds for planning 
and for beginning of construction or for both in the committee recom- 
mendation to the House. 


MAINTENANCE AND OPERATION FUNDS (RIVERS AND HARBORS 
INSTALLATIONS) 


The budget recommendation carries funds for the normal annual 
aintenance and operation costs of the river and harbor projects at the 
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port of Bandon, at the port of Umpqua and Reedsport and at the Cor 
Bay Harbor at Coos Bay. I urge upon the committee the concurrenes 
in the budget recommendation for these items to maintain these por 
and harbor facilities in useful condition. 


AMAZON CREEK (FLOOD CONTROL) 


The Amazon Creek flood-control project is a part of the Willamette 
Basin flood-control system. Amazon Creek arises in the foothills of 
the drainage basin in which Eugene is located and flows through the 
city and ultimately reaches the Willamette by way of the Long Ton 
River. Because of the peculiar topography, the city of Eugene js 
inundated by several flash floods annually. 

The preliminary flood protection provided in the original authori- 
zation of the project has been completed and the pending request will 
bring the full protection necessary in the area. The total cost is ap. 
proximately $1 million of which the local sponsors will contribute 
$339,000. 

While the budget recommendation does not make provision for con- 
struction and only advanced planning funds are included in the 
budget, I should like to point out that this project has reached a point 
where the construction funds to complete this project could be used 
within the fiscal year if made available by appropriations. The plan- 
ning funds could be applied very early in the fiscal year and the be- 
ginning of construction follow closely thereafter. The project isa 
meritorious one for which provision of construction funds should be 
made and should be completed at the earliest possible date. 


LOOKOUT POINT DAM (FLOOD CONTROL MULTIPLE-PURPOSE) 


The Lookout Point multiple-purpose dam on the middle fork of the 
Willamette River is rapidly reaching the point of completion. The 
budget estimate for 1956 is $1,400,000. This dam along with the 
Dexter reregulating dam just below the Lookout Point and which is 
considered a part of the Lookout Point project is being dedicated in 
the near future and, under the funds recommended by the budget, the 
project is scheduled for completion during the coming fiscal year. 
The project will develop approximately 130,000 kilowatts of power. 


DETROIT DAM (FLOOD CONTROL MULTIPLE-PURPOSE) 


The Detroit Dam project is essentially complete except for the re- 
maining work to be done on the Big Cliff reregulating dam located 
a short distance below the Detroit Dam. The budget estimate for 
this purpose is $797,000. There will be approximately 118,000 kilo- 
watts of power available from the project and irrigation waters from 
the project will be used in Stayton and in Salem, Oreg. 


HARBOR IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS 


Authorized as parts of major harbor projects but not listed for 
funds in the budget are the Smith River, Winchester Bay, and Scofield 
River projects on the Umpqua and the Coos and Millicoma River im- 
provements on the Coos River. Each of these smaller projects has 
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jeen authorized for a period of years and improvements are such as 
io contribute greatly to increased utilization of the ports with which 
these facilities are connected. I desire to call particular attention of 
the committee to the projects and trust that the committee will find 
itself warranted in recommending appropriations which will bring 
about these improvements as promptly as possible. 

You gentlemen have been very patient in hearing my testimony. 

[ have one further item to mention to you. I believe this has been 
brought to your attention before, but the harbor of the Columbia 
River, the mouth of the Columbia River, is badly in need of funds for 
deepening. I think testimony has come before your committee on 
that subject. I am sure the committee has been told that the situa- 
tion at the mouth of the Columbia now is getting bad; that the depth 
of the water there is less than it was 30 years ago. In the meantime 
the city of Portland has doubled in population. Shipping has been 
maintained at a high rate. It is the most important port in Oregon 
and the project which has been approved and authorized is very, very 
badly needed indeed for the economy of the State of Oregon and the 
city of Portland. 

That concludes my testimony. Does the committee have any 
questions ¢ 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Congressman Ellsworth. I might state 
that I have listened with interest to your testimony. It is certainly 
full and complete and evidences the much study you have given to the 
various projects underway, and those proposed for the district of the 
State that you most ably represent. 

It is evident that you have gone into great detail and study, and we 
thank you for providing the committee with helpful information. 

Mr. Ectswortu. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Evins. We have had much testimony about the various projects 
that you have mentioned. Some of these projects do not have budget 
approval. A number of the items you mentioned have budget ap- 
proval, 

The Talent division has had much testimony. Is it your view that 
aminimum of $3 million should be approved by this committee to 
start this important work in the next fiscal year ? 

Mr. Erusworrn. Yes, I believe that that money could be efficiently 
used. However, I am told informally that the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion has indicated that an appropriation of $2,500,000 would effec- 
tively start the project. As 1 pointed out in my testimony, the Talent 
project is vital to the economy of Oregon. It is in a very large river 
basin. It isa very fertile area. It produces noncompetitive crops, but 
crops for which there is an abundant market. The project has been 
under study for over 10 years, and there is no question in the minds of 
the people there, and in my own mind, that it is a sound pay-out proj- 
ect. I anticipate budget approval even during this year. It would 
be most helpful to the project if this committee could likewise antici- 
pate budget approval and incorporate in the bill the money for a 
hew start on that reclamation and irrigation project. 

Mr. Evins. You talked about deepening and dredging the Columbia 
River Harbor. How bad is the situation out in your area now in that 
regard, and how much work needs to be done and how much in funds 
o you think should be provided for this work if it is approved ? 
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Mr. Exiswortu. That project is about 75 miles north of my distrig 
I am not intimately acquainted with the facts of the project. I under. 
stand that the total cost is around $8 million. Whether or not that 
could all be expended in 1 fiscal year I do not know, but my recom. 
mendation is that whatever amount can be expended efficiently during 
the coming fiscal year really should be appropriated for the economy 
of the area and the whole Pacific coast. 

I may say that there is an important defense angle in that harbor 
because it is a large and deep harbor, which during World War II and 
World War I handled a vast amount of shipping for war purposes, 

Mr. Evins. We thank you, Mr. Ellsworth. 

Mr. Ex.swortn. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 


IRRIGATION AND POWER IN THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 


WITNESS 


HON. DON MAGNUSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FRO 
THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 


Mr. Evins. The committee will be pleased to hear our friend and 
colleague the very able Congressman from Washington, Don 


aa. 

r. Maacnuson. There are a number of items in the budget for fiscal 
year 1956 which are of great importance to the State of Washington, 
which I represent as Congressman at large. Our State is one of the 
most rapidly growing in the Nation. One of our greatest resources 
is water, water which can be diverted to irrigate hundreds of thov- 
sands of acres of arid land, water which can be utilized as it flows to 
the sea to produce the electric energy which is so necessary to satisfy 
the growing needs of both industrial and individual consumers. 

The projects in the budget, both under construction and proposed, 
will help to turn this potential resource to productive use. 

The Columbia Basin project will deliver water, when the initial 

hase is completed to 624,000 acres of fertile land in the heart of the 
State of Washington. At this time, facilities have been completed to 
ones water to approximately 186,000 acres, roughly one-third of 
the goal. 

Each year since water first started to flow, between 50,000 and 60,00 
acres have been added to the system. The schedule for fiscal 1956 
calls for 54,000 acres. The amount requested in the budget is to per- 
mit orderly completion of the facilities to serve these 54,000 acres 
and to place contracts for a portion of the 1957 laterals. 

The budget request is for $1214 million. So far as I know, it is 
adequate to meet the program for the coming fiscal year. 

I cannot stress too much the importance of proceeding with orderly 
and scheduled development of the program. Many other activities 
depend on maintenance of the schedule. Local governments have laid 
careful plans for construction of schools, roads, and public facilities: 
the many new businesses which have come into the area are dependent 
on the rate of development continuing as planned. 

The Foster Creek Division of the Chief Joseph Dam project was 
authorized by Public Law 540 of the 83d Congress, 2d session. It is 
a new project which will provide a full water supply for approx- 
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mately 4,500 acres and supplemental water for an additional 1,130 
yeres of land. It is made possible by the construction of Chief Joseph 
Dam on the Columbia River, which raises the surface of the river to 
, point where it is feasible to pump water to the fertile lands nearby. 

Total estimated cost is $4,798,000, of which $631,000 is requested for 
fiscal year 1956. 

The project will serve some of the finest fruit lands in the State. 
The budgeted amount will permit construction to begin this coming 
year. 

” The Kennewick Division is the sixth and last division of the Yakima 
roject. When completed, it will bring water to about 19,000 acres 
of land along the lower Yakima River in the State of Washington. 

As of June 1955, it is expected this division will be 70 percent com- 
plete. The $3 million requested for fiscal 1956 will permit comple- 
tion of the major parts of the project. Almost all of the funds 
requested will be used to make progress payments on work under con- 
struction, including irrigation canals and wasteways, laterals, and 
pumping plants, 

I fully support the appropriation request for the Kennewick Divi- 
son. As Congressman at large, I share the interest of the local resi- 
dents in the orderly completion of the project. 

At another place in the record of these hearings I have inserted 
a full statement expressing my support of the $75,000 requested for 
the Roza Division and, in addition, asking that funds be made avail- 
able to begin construction of the powerplant called for in the original 
plans. The powerplant is the only major item of the project which 
has not been completed. 

Funds are requested in the budget for continuation of the work on 
three large, multipurpose dams on the Columbia River—Chief Joseph, 
McNary, and the Dalles. 

When completed, these 3 great dams will add 3,096,000 kilowatts 
of power capacity to the power supply of the Northwest. 

The stark fact of the power picture in the Northwest, however, is 
that even this sizable block of power will not be sufficient to meet the 
foreseeable demand. It is highly important that progress on these 
dams continue as scheduled, while plans are made to bring even addi- 
ional power on the line in the critical period ahead. 

The amount requested for McNary Dam is $11 million. This money 
principally will be used to continue construction of the powerhouse 
and centile the installation of power generating units 9, 10, 11, and 
1. Fourteen units in all are planned for the initial phase of the 
project. 

Sixty-three million five hundred thousand dollars is requested for 
he Dalles Dam. This project is in the early stages of construction. 

he funds requested are necessary to keep the construction work on 
hedule. It is significant that the closure dam can be placed only 
luring the low water period, and placing of the dam is scheduled 
begin in October 1956. All of the work programed for fiscal 1956 
ust be completed before the closure dam can be placed. A delay in 
my part will postpone the placing of power on the line about 8 months, 
idelay which might well be critical in view of the potential shortage 

f power expected at that time. 

It is estimated that the Chief Joseph Dam project is 61 percent com- 
ete. The work has progressed to the point where power will become 
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available. The funds requested in the amount of $18 million for figea| 
year 1956 are necessary to meet the present schedule for power pro- 
duction, which provides for the first 3 64,000 kilowatt units to be op 
the line in September of this year and each of the remaining 13 units 
to be put into production at 3-month intervals. 

I strongly support the budget requests for these 3 highly important 
projects on the Columbia River. 

The fund request of the Bonneville Power Administration for the 
State of Washington amounts to $13,206,000. These funds are neces. 
sary for the construction of facilities which already have been ap- 

roved and for the construction of new facilities needed to meet the 
increased load requirements of the State and the generation schedules 
of projects which are placing new power on the line. 

Major grid activity is continuing on lines from Chief Joseph Dam 
toward the general Seattle area and from the Dalles and MeNary 
Dams to the major western load areas. The power which these dans 
will produce cannot be utilized without the completion of the trans- 
mission grids to bring the power to the potential consumers. The 
rapid load growths in various parts of the State also require the con- 
struction of new substation facilities and the expansion of existing 
facilities. 

Operation and maintenance funds for the Bonneville system in 
the amount of $6,650,000 also are requested in the budget. Of the many 
thousands of miles of transmission lines built by the Bonneville Power 
Administration and of the large-capacity substations built by this 
agency, well over one-half are in the State of Washington. Many of 
these lines traverse very rugged country, and are subject to extreme 
conditions of weather. The Federal Government has a very large 
investment in these facilities. I believe that the funds requested are 
necessary to operate and maintain this complicated system to do the 
job it is built to do. 


BONNEVILLE Power ADMINISTRATION 
WITNESS 


HON. GRACIE PFOST, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF IDAHO 


Mr. Evins. The committee will be pleased to hear the statement of 
Congresswoman Gracie Pfost. 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Chairman, my name is Gracie Pfost. I am a Men- 
ber of Congress from Idaho. 

The fund request of the Bonneville Power Administration for the 
First Congressional District of Idaho, is in the amount of $29,000 
for fiscal year 1956. This figure is quite small in comparison with 
the overall request of that agency. 

I wish to advise the committee that I fully support the request for 
these funds. I understand they are needed to finish wp work which 
is pretty well completed in that area. 
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ScaLe Mopeu or SAN FrRANcIsco Bay 
WITNESS 


HON. JOHN F. SHELLEY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Evins. The committee has before it today Congressman John F. 
Shelley and we will be pleased to hear his statement. 

Mr. SuetitEy. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I 
want to thank you for giving me opportunity to support an adequate 
appropriation for the Corps of Engineers to cocaine construction 
of ascale model of San Francisco Bay within the next fiscal year. An 
appropriation of $50,000 was voted last year to initiate the project 
and the plans are now well underway, as I am sure you gentlemen are 
aware. 

The Bureau of the Budget has approved a request for $250,000 
for fiscal 1956 for actual construction work on the model of the bay to 
be built on land already owned by the Corps of Engineers at Sausalito, 
Calif., across the Golden Gate from San Francisco. It is estimated 
that a total of $500,000 will be required to complete construction of 
this large-scale model. When completed the model will serve as the 
basis of an overall survey of the San Francisco Bay and its sur- 
rounding area looking toward a comprehensive plan for full economic 
development of the bay area, its port, and navigation facilities, and 
primarily toward conservation and control of the water and other re- 
sources available which are not now utilized to the best advantage. A 
total of $2,500,000 has already been authorized for the comprehensive 
study, 

The budget request of this year for $250,000 contemplates stretch- 
ing construction of the scale model over a period of 2 years. Until 
this model is completed the study to follow cannot make any real 
progress. I am advised that if the entire $500,000 cost of the model 
were to be appropriated for fiscal 1956 the model construction could be 
speeded up to the point where it could be finished within the fiscal 
year. This project hes been in the mill for many years now and in the 
meantime a great many controversies and plans looking toward the 
development of the bay area; its water resources; its navigation and 
port facilities; its security against potential attack; and its general 
economic future have been unresolved or held in abeyance. Further, 
the State of California is currently engaging in a study of this prob- 
lem which, by both State and Federal legislation, is intended to be 
coordinated with the comprehensive study to be undertaken by the 
Corps of Engineers. Another year of delay in the building of the bay 
model will set the whole program back just that much further. Be- 
cause of the importance of this vital project to San Francisco, the bay 
area, the State, and to the national welfare as well I urge the subeom- 
mittee most strongly to increase the appropriation for the coming fiscal 
year to the full $500,000 needed to finish the model. 

The Water Project Authority of the State of California has just 
submitted to the State Legislature a comprehensive report on the 
feasibility of certain features of the problem of proper utilization of 
the fresh water resources now wasting through the bay and the pre- 
vention of salt water contamination of irrigated lands in the inland 
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areas nearby. It is imperative that the Corps of Engineers study |, 
completed within the shortest possible time lest plans formulated jy 
the State without the more adequate information which will be ¢e. 
veloped by the Engineers’ study are carried to the point where myeh 
work will have to be undone in order to bring the State plans and 
engineers’ recommendations into conformity. Money spent for that 
purpose now can result in great savings later as the over all develop. 
ment program matures. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate your subcommittee’s indulgence in this 
problem. I will be grateful for the sober consideration I know tho 
you will give this request and I urge strongly that a $500,000 appro. 
priation for the San Francisco Bay model be included in your final 
recommendations. 


SHILSHOLE Bay BREAKWATER 


WITNESS 


HON. THOMAS M. PELLY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 


Mr. Evins. The committee will now hear from Congressman Pelly, 
of the State of Washington. Mr. Pelly, you may proceed with your 
statement. 

Mr. Petty. Mr. Chairman, I a this opportunity to testify 


in support of adequate planning unds for the Corps of Engineers » 


that it can proceed on plans for the Shilshole Bay breakwater, an 


authorized project on the east shore of Puget Sound at Seattle, Wash. 

Immediate planning for this 4200 breakwater, north of the entrance 
to the Lake Washington Ship Canal is of the utmost importance. [am 
confident the Corps recognizes this and will give a high priority to 
this project from such planning funds as are allowed. 

In support of adequate funds so planning can commence on the 
Shilshole breakwater, and emphasizing its critical need, I refer you 
to the record which shows the current benefit-cost ratio of 2.06. The 
situation is that this breakwater when constructed will provide an 
anchorage for commercial fishing vessels and other craft with high 
masts which will reduce traffic congestion in the canal and cut down 
on the delays to vehicular traffic caused by the raising of 4 main dravw- 
bridges which carry 200,000 persons each day and are the only means 
of north and south travel because the canal, so to speak, cuts the city 
in two. 

In 1952, these four bridges opened and closed 17,921 times. The 
Lake Washington Ship Canal is the busiest canal in the United States 
and the hours when Government vessels can pass through it have had 
to be restricted. As a result, the Coast Guard, Coast and Geodetic 
Survey and merchant marine installations on the canal are incon- 
venienced with costly delays. 

This situation will tos corrected by allowing small craft to remain 
outside the canal entrance protected from rough seas. Each and every 
requirement for local participation has been satisfied during the 2! 
years this breakwater has been under consideration. 

Now the people of Seattle urgently hope the Corps of Engineers 
can proceed with detailed plans and specifications. Therefore, my 
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testimony today is in behalf of no reduction in money for planning 
requested by the Corps. 


Wepnespay, Aprin 27, 1955. 
Marina Piaya pet Rey Prosecr, Los ANGELEs County, CALir. 
WITNESSES 


HON. GORDON L. McDONOUGH, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

HON. JAMES ROOSEVELT, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

REX THOMSON, DIRECTOR OF HARBORS AND MARINA, COUNTY OF 
LOS ANGELES, CALIF. 


Mr. Evins. We will be more than pleased to hear from our col- 
league, the Hon. Gordon L. McDonough and Hon. James Roosevelt, 
of C alifornia, who, I understand, are interested in the Playa del Rey 
project. 

Mr. McDonough, I understand you wish to speak first. You may 
be as persuasive as you desire. We are delighted to see you and to 
hear you. You are one of our able Congressmen, a fine personality, 
and the gentlemen of the Committee will be glad to hear you. 

Mr. McDonouen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I am going to ask the committee that I have the privilege to revise 
and extend my remarks. 

I brought no prepared copy with me, but to review the situation 
on this particular project briefly, I introduced a bill in the last Con- 
gress Which authorized the construction of the Marina Playa Del Rey 
in California, 

It is an inland basin in an area of low land, just off the Santa 
Monica coastline. Although I am vitally interested in the project, 
as an addition to our inland basin navigable water system along the 
coastline, the project is actually located in Mr. Roosevelt’s district. 
However, the immediate country adjacent to it is in my district, and 
the other congressional districts of the county, and even beyond that. 

The county of Los Angeles has taken a very great interest in this 
project to the extent of acquiring rights-of-way, land, and providing 
means for removing any obstacles that may impede progress on the 
construction of it. 

The State of California has, by legislative action, appropriated 
some $2 million for the project. 

There are many, many features of this project that I think this 
committee will find different from the average project that you will 
hear testimony on. For one reason the cost ratio is about 121% percent 
Federal cost compared to 8714 percent local cost. 

I do not want to take up the time of the committee by going into 
detail. 

I am sure that Mr. Roosevelt has some pertinent remarks to make 
concerning it, and then I would like to introduce Mr. Rex Thomson, 
who is Los Angeles County harbor director. 

For the information of the committee, under the harbor setup in 
the State of California, we have, by State law, the right to set up a 








360 


State harbor, a city harbor, or a county harbor. We have the large 
Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbor. That is a municipal harbor, The 
harbor in San Francisco is a State harbor. 

Under the charter of the State of California we can set up county 
harbors, and this is the first time that Los Angeles has gone into the 
harbor business under its rights under the constitution. I am certain 
that once this project is put into operation that it will be not only q 
great asset to southern California commercially, but that it will re. 
move an unsightly area in Los Angeles County. 

I also have a letter here addressed to the chairman of your whole 
committee, signed by the Governor of the State of California. For 
the purpose of the record, and for the benefit of the committee I will 
read the letter. The Governor addresses Mr, Cannon and says: 


I am pleased-to take this opportunity to urge that your committee give serious 
and favorable consideration to legislation appropriating Federal funds for the 
Marina Playa del Rey project. 


As you are no doubt aware, the State of California already has appropriated 
$2 million for this project. 

It is my firm belief that the establishment of a small-craft harbor at Playa 
del Rey would have a beneficial effect on the economy of that area. This would 
be accomplished by the creation of a large labor market during the construction 
period and a continuing need for service employees during the lifetime of the 
harbor. 


It likewise would have a most stimulating effect upon the small-craft industry, 
and most important of all, would serve as a recreational area without parallel 
on our west coast. 

Cordially. 
That is signed by Goodwin J. Knight, Governor of the State of 
California. 

That is a definite assurance that the State is interested in this 
project not only morally, but financially, to the extent of some $2 
million. 

I appreciate the consideration of the committee in setting this time 
apart to hear us on this project, and I am sure that the virtues of the 
project are worth considering from many points of view, and I trust 
that the committee will give favorable consideration to it. 

Mr. Chairman, the participation of the Federal Government in the 
construction of the Playa del Rey Inlet and Harbor, located at Venice, 
Calif., was authorized by Public Law 780, 83d Congress, 2d session. 
Section 101 of the law states— 


Federal participation in the provision of entrance jetties, entrance channel, 
interior channel and central basin recommended in the project report and pres- 
ently estimated to cost $7,738,000 shall not exceed 50 per centum of the cost 
thereof. 

The Playa del Rey Inlet and Harbor project is a cooperative flood 
control, beach erosion, small-boat harbor and recreational area in 
which Los Angeles City, Los Angeles County, the State of California, 
and the Federal Government are participating. The California State 
Legislature has already authorized $2 million for the project, and at 
this time it is requested that funds be appropriated for the Federal 
Government’s share in this project as authorized by Public Law 780. 
This is in the amount of approximately $3,500,000. 

The Playa del Rey Inlet and Harbor project is vitally important 
to the people of Los Angeles. It will give them a new marine, beach, 
and small-boat recreation area. And at the same time it will remove 
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, blighted, nonproductive, mosquito-infested swamp hole, and trans- 
form it into a thriving commercial and industrial center which has 
been estimated should create a noncompetitive market for labor and 
materials in excess of $12 million annually. a 

The project will provide a harbor for the United States Coast Guard 
for air-sea rescue on Santa Monica Bay, a very important factor since 
Los Angeles International Airport is located but some 114 miles from 
this proposed harbor development. The airport serves 1 of the 3 heavi- 
est burdens of air traffic experienced in the United States, and is so 
situated that some 80 percent of its traffic must, of necessity, become 
airborne by utilizing the seaward extensions of its runways, and the 
United States Coast Guard has been disturbed for some time because 
there exists no site between San Pedro Bay and Santa Barbara which 
will permit the Coast Guard to base a general search and rescue unit 
to protect not only the surface craft utilizing such coastal waters but 
particularly to protect air traffic from International Airport whose 
critical flight period is during that interval when the plane leaves the 
runway and attempts while over the ocean to gain its cruising altitude. 

In considering the future use of this project, it appears reasonable to 
assume that in a condition of national emergency, the existence of this 
inland harbor would provide a valuable asset to either our military or 
civil operations since it would not only provide a standby harbor 
capable of berthing medium-draft vessels (10- to 20-foot depths at 
lower low water), but a harbor located on the focal termini of our free- 
way system so truck transportation may be utilized, and also located 
on the permanent remaining main freight lines of the Pacific Electric 
system, thus immediately available to all rail transport. 

The Playa del Rey Inlet and Harbor project would, of course, also 
provide a smali-boat harbor for public use, and would open up a new 
area of coastal waters for general use. 

Furthermore, the harbor project would greatly facilitate the remedy 
for an increasingly grievous local drainage problem. This area, at the 
present time, takes the runoff from the Santa Monica Mountains area 
affecting some 1,800 acres in the Ballona Creek area, and also several 
thousand additional acres that are developed or semideveloped. 

Total cost for the Playa del Rey Inlet and Harbor has been estimated 
at approximately $25 million, and, except for such Federal funds as 
are appropriated for this project which will be only a small part of 
the total, the cost will be borne by the State of California and the 
county and city of Los Angeles. 

I feel that in view of all the facts, the Playa del Rey Inlet and Har- 
bor is an important project that should be constructed and completed 
as soon as possible. The local government has already purchased much 
of the land necessary for the site. The work on the channel entrance 
should be started, and this is the purpose of the Federal appropriation 
which is now requested. I sincerely urge the favorable consideration 
of this request by this committee. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. McDonough, for your very fine state- 
ment. At this point we will insert into the record the general state- 
ment of Mr. Rex Thomson. 
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(The statement referred to follows:) To ( 
the Fe 

THE IMPROVEMENT OF PLAYA Det REY INLET AND BASIN (A PROJECT FoR THE pp, MES! 
VELOPMENT OF A SMALL-CRAFT HARBOR), AUTHORIZED BY THE 83D CONGRESS organ 

wok bi jmpro' 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, our county, supported by both the State of to be 
California and the city of Los Angeles, is sincerely desirous of establishing ney The 


markets for material and labor, thus implementing our regional economy, and in ntilize 
turn our national economy; and, in this instance by the appropriate utilizatio, Hin pro 
of our coastal waters, whose inexhaustible attractions have as yet been but of this 
meagerly exploited due to a shortage of harbor facilities for small craft whi will © 
prohbits the latter’s existence to any degree commensurate with our population, annua 
This coastal county possesses no natural harbors, and its two man-made 
harbors, being limited in area, cannot afford to sacrifice the valuable space tha 
would be required to accommodate any reasonable quotas of small craft. 


In fact, our actual registration of such small craft is less than one-fifth of 1. 
those quotas as experienced by the other coastal communities of our State who = 
have sufficient harbor accommodations available. For example: 3. ? 

pew s 

Small craft* per thousand population <P 

avallé 

San Francisco and, Marin Counties............................_..____. 5.0 5. | 

TN, NI: FN I ie lt le a 2, 5,5 Beprese! 
NRL Senn MIU Rod 5, dl cnscliineenahiapgepaincenanahciinninsibednaent ibm ang 4.4 6. ( 

es RONUI TUE hee ab et 8.0 Magwhoa 

COP: OMNES CO CIRO OTE oii a eee ca 16.5 Wi 
BE ABU ORS « olntcnepsc ence chia dare ge ~ db ation eben eeee 1,2 al 
ng 

1 By the designation “small craft,” we refer only to commercial and semicommercial * | 
sports craft and to privately operated pleasure craft. not 0 

In other words, if normal harbor facilities were available here for small craft, M 
we could expect 45,000 to be regionally owned and operated as opposed to the part 
5,000 now utilizing all the existing facilities available to them in our local in on 


harbors. 

Therefore, it appears obvious that our local economy is denied those beneficial, 
permanent, and substantial markets for labor and materials which an increased son | 
traffic and commerce in small craft would demand and support, were the expected have 
normal quotas permitted by the creation of such adequate harbor accommodations neer' 
as are now nonexistent. 


nor 


Therefore, the county of Los Angeles does urgently and respectully request me 
your favorable consideration of an appropriation, to the end that we may 3 
develop such small-craft harbor as recently authorized by the 83d Congress. to pa 

This harbor would also provide the Coast Guard with a very much needed and VM 
long-desired site at which to base a general search and rescue unit, not only for M 
the protection of surface craft, but particularly for the protection of one of our Mf 







Nation’s heaviest quotas of airborne traffic, of which 85 percent in departing 
from our International Airport must experience their critical flight period by 
gaining cruising altitude over the open ocean, and for such other purposes neces- 
sary to the Coast Guard in an instance of national emergency, since this proposed 
development will provide the one and only harbor on our county’s western 
shoreline. 

The Legislature of the State of California has appropriated $2 million for pur- 
chase of this harbor site under the conditoins that said harbor be developed 
by the county with the cooperation of the Federal Government and that the 
county furthermore take the responsibilities for its maintenance and operation. 

May I here respectfully call your attention that the board of supervisors did 
in 1950 formally commit the county to certain following actions subsequent to 
Federal approval, to wit: the acquisition of necessary lands, including adequate 
entrance channel and further, to also provide those secondary developments and 
improvements that would be deemed necessary to make said interior berthing § 
basins complete, i. e., roads, sewers, light, power, water, parking, ete., to the end 


tran 
in th 


that they adequately attract, protect, and service small craft and its attendant I 
industries. ar 
We would like to emphasize that as a result of our above-specified commitments rhe 


and in accord with the recent recommendations emanating from the Federal 
Bureau of the Budget, that Federal funds are only expected to provide approxi: 
mately 12% of the total cost of the development, the provision of the balance en; 
becoming the responsibility of local interests.  t] 
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To date this proposed development has, in addition to the recommendations of 
the Federal agencies involved, been studied and formally approved by all those 
state, county, municipal, and those civic, industrial, commercial, and labor 
organizations who are delegated to or responsible for an interest in such an 
juprovement, since the effects and benefits of said improvement are here accepted 
be regional rather than local in nature. 

Therefore, that we may properly implement our regional economy by the 
ntilization of our coastal waters, we sincerely request you take favorable action 
in providing a Federal appropriation which will permit the actual construction 
of this harbor to be undertaken without delay; thus providing a condition which 
will create a new market for labor and materials, estimated to exceed $12 million 
annually—that this new market become a reality at the earliest possible date. 

ITEMIZATION OF ATTENDANT ASSETS 

1, Revitalization of small craft and attendant industries. 

» Provide base for United States Coast Guard general search and rescue unit. 

3. Make available for Navy use such new haul-out and repair facilities and 
yew sources Of craftsmen experienced in ship's maintenance and repair. 

4, Make largest of important sports fishing grounds, now denied them, readily 
available to commercial fleet. 

5, Relieve existing commercial harbors of congestion now imposed by the 
presence of existing small craft. 

§. Construction would give employment to our numerous dredges and quarries, 
who are how approaching a state of idleness. 

Would you tell the committee how much money you are request- 
ing be placed in the budget because the item, as I understand it, has 
not been approved by the Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. McDonoven. The estimate of the Army engineers, and the only 
participation that the Federal Government is requested to take part 
inon the project, is the building of the channel to break the coastline 
inorder to make a navigable entrance to the inland basin. Mr. Thom- 
sn will give you more of the detail on that. The Army engineers 
have estimated that the channel is $7 million plus. The Army engi- 
neers say the Federal Government should supply 50 percent of that 
cost, Which is around $3 million plus. 

Mr. Evins. The county of Los Angeles, you feel, would be willing 
to participate in it up to 50 percent of the cost ? 

Mr. McDonovuen. Yes; of the channel cost. 

Mr. Evins. Of the channel cost? 

Mr. McDonoveu. Yes; after the channel is built; that is, the en- 
trance from the coastline. There will be 117 acres of navigable water 
inthe harbor, or inland basin, which will be constructed without any 
cost to the Federal Government at all. 

Mr. Evins. This is a small-craft harbor facility ? 

Mr. McDonoven. It will be a small-craft harbor which will not 
wily supply a harbor for commercial fishing, but also a Coast Guard 
harbor in the area. We do not have any Coast Guard harbor iin that 
particular area of the coast at the present time. 

Mr. Evins. Is this an auxiliary to existing harbors in the area / 

Mr. McDonoven. Oh, definitely, yes. 

rhe history of this coastline, as far as harbors are concerned, for 
nall craft goes back some 50 years. 

There was a great political fight here in the Congress many years 
#0 on deciding where the Los Angeles Harbor should be located, 
hether it should be located off Santa Monica or at San Pedro. Sen- 
lor Stephen M. White represented the State of California in the 
‘hate at that time and finally won his fight that San Pedro should 
the location of the Los Angeles Harbor. 
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The coastline is a crescent [indicating] with another slight cresce; 
here [indicating]. San Pedro is around that point [indicating]. Thjs 
harbor is around this area on this crescent on the Santa Monica coag. 
line. 

An attempt was made to build a harbor at Santa Monica for smal] 
craft, and the littoral action of the ocean broke down every attempt 
that they made to build a satisfactory small-boat harbor in that 
location. 

This is a protected coastline area and it has been found from | 
of the analyses by the experts that this is an ideal place for the harbor, 
the prevailing winds, the action of the ocean against the shore, and 
many other things that they have analyzed entered into the finding 
that it is a favorable location for the harbor. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. McDonough, in your opinion, how much money 
could be properly used in the next fiscal year for advance planning 
and probably some construction ? 

Mr. McDonoven. Well, for advance planning and some constr. 
tion I would say that we could use $1,500,000 very easily. I know 
that the designing, plans and specifications and construction will take 
some time, but I know that they could start some worthwhile work on 
that project in no time at all. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you very much, Mr. McDonough. 

Mr. Hanp. What is the proposal here, Congressman, is it build 
the typical stone jetties? 

Mr. McDonoven. Yes; it is a regular stone jetty entrance to the 
harbor, and as to the dimensions of it, Mr. Thomson can give you 
more detail on the depth and width of it. 

Mr. Hanp. There are no jetties there at all at the present time! 

Mr. McDonovuecu. No, sir; there are no jetties there at the presen 
time. The only outlet is for our flood-control runoff from the Santi 
Monica Mountains about 12 miles to the north. 

Mr. Hanno. And the harbor area would comprise some 117 acres; 
is that your statement? 

Mr. McDonouen. Yes; there will be about 117 acres of naviga!l 
harbor, with wharfs and places for harboring boats. 

Mr. Hanp. Is that a natural harbor now? 

Mr. McDonoveu. I would say that it is. I think it was part of 
the ocean shoreline at one time, and it was cut off by a sand dune thai 
was built up there. This was formerly a part of the ocean. 

Mr. Evins. And it has some natural protection, regardless of thi 
construction of the stone jetty ? 

Mr. McDonoveun. Yes; and, as a matter of fact, the portion tha 
we are talking about dredging is now very low. It has esi drille 
for oil. There are a lot of old oil wells in that have gone dry. It! 
asump hole. Asa matter of fact, when the heavy rains come there! 
fills up to a point where it is nothing but aswamp. The land back 
it is high enough to protect it. 

Mr. Hanp. There is no navigable depth there now at all; is there 

Mr. McDonoven. No, sir: not at all. 

Mr. Hanp. Your State and local authorities would undertake #! 
of the necessary dredging ? 

Mr. McDonovuen., Yes; all of the dredging of the inside channe 
is a local responsibility. 
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Mr. Hanv. To what depth do you contemplate dredging the inner 
harbor ¢ 

Mr. McDonoven. Mr. Thomson, what is the depth of the basin? 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Thomson, would you give yur full name and the 
organization that you represent for the rec cord 4 

Mr. THomson. Yes; gladly. My name is Rex Thomson. I am 
director of the Department of Harbors and Marine for the C ounty of 
Los Angeles, and I am here by order of the board of supervisors for 
that county. 

Mr. Hann. Mr. Chairman, I will withhold any further questions 
| have have until after Mr. Thomson’s testimony because I do not 
want to interfere with his or Mr. Roosevelt’s testimony. 

Mr. Evtns. The committee will be pleased to hear from our colleague 
and friend, Mr. Roosevelt, of California. 

Mr. Roosevetr. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate very much the oppor- 
tunity to come before you and discuss the Marina Playa Del Rey proj- 
ect. May I first say that I am very appreciative of my colleague, 
Mr. McDonough, coming over here in support of this project. “He 
has been familiar with the project for years, and as he has well stated, 
it was his bill which brought about the authority originally to com- 
mence the planning of the work on this project. 

I would like to point out to the committee that this particular harbor 
is not just a recreational harbor, and that it has, I think, many other 
desirable attributes. 

Perhaps the best way to illustrate this is for me to distribute these 
maps to you. These are in sets of three, and I think you will be able 
to see from these maps, No. 1, the general area, No. 2, the specific 
project itself, and No. 3, the fact that this is a much-needed improve- 
ment because of the lack of other similar facilities throughout this 
whole coastline. 

If you will notice, particularly on the map showing the site for the 
proposed harbor, you will note that the international airport lines at 
a very close distance to the proposed harbor. For many months, if 
not for years, there has been a tremendous hazard existing in that 
international airport, inasmuch as nearly all of the flights that take 
off from the airport take off right straight out over the ocean, and 
there is no air-sea rescue unit within a ver y considerable distance of 
this around in the Los Angeles Harbor area. As a result of that 
situation, the hazard to life is considerable, and I think the Coast 
(ruard—in fact, I know that the Coast Guard, and all other interested 
parties are very hopeful that we will be able to establish such an air- 
sea rescue unit at this spot in the near future. 

The fact that we have not actually had an accident with heavy loss 
of life there, I think, is an act of providence, and certainly should not 
betaken asa reason for not establishing such a unit here. 

Mr. McDonoveun. If you will yield at that point, Mr. Roosevelt, I 
asked for the record of the planes that have fallen in that area which 
did not have any assistance at the time they fell. There are quite a 
number of aircraft which have fallen there without aid from any shore- 
line facility to assist them, where an air-sea rescue unit of the United 
States Coast Guard would have been a great help. I can supply that 
for the record if it would be helpful. 

Mr. Evins. Yes. 
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Mr. Roosevett. I think that would be a good idea. 

Mr. McDonoucn. The following letter to California Governor 
Goodwin Knight, from the Los Angeles International Aircraft Fire 
and Safety Committee, reveals the urgent need for an air-sea rescye 
unit in the Santa Monica Bay area, followed by a list of air accidents 
which have occurred in this area. 

(The matter referred to is as follows :) 


MARCH 17, 1955. 
Hon. Goopwin J. KNIGHT, 
Governor of California, 
State Capitol, Sacramento, Calif. 

Dear GOVERNOR KNIGHT: The Airport Fire and Safety Committee of the Los 
Angeles International Airport, made up of representatives of all of the operating 
companies, concerns itself with matters pertinent to safety. 

For the past several years adequate protection in the Santa Monica area inp 
the event it becomes necessary to “ditch” an aircraft has become a grave concery 
to all interested parties. 

In the calendar year 1953, there were 138,738 air transport movements at Los 
Angeles International Airport and during the same year 2,507,552 passengers 
were handled through this same terminal. 

Within the Santa Monica Basin, the following airports are located, concerned 
with a vast military production of aircraft: 


Approrimate air-miles to ocean 
Air-miles 
Long Beach: Douglas Aircraft 
Hughes Field: Hughes Aircraft 
Clover Field: Douglas Aircraft 
Northrop Field: Northrop Aircraft 
Lockheed Air Terminal: Lockheed 


San Fernando Valley Airport: Lockheed final assembly and California 
Air National Guard 


It has been estimated by the Aircraft Industry Association, under release 
dated October 6, 19538, that approximately $3 million per day are being brought 
in the Los Angeles area cash registers through the payrolls of the 6 major 
aircraft manufacturers in this metropolitan district. 

The development of air sea rescue in the Santa Monica Bay area could best 
be accomplished with the establishment of the Marina Yacht Basin, in that it 
would provide refuge for surface craft for the United States Coast Guard when 
placing rescue equipment in this area. 

In view of the fact that Los Angeles International Airport is the fourth busi- 
est domestic terminal in the United States and a great percentage of our take- 
offs are over the bay area, plus the testing from the aircraft factories over desig- 
nated areas, together with a great amount of flying in the immediate vicinity, the 
establishment of the Marina Yacht Basin would render a great service to the 
State of California and the aviation industry. 

Respectfully, 
ALEX LUNDELL, Chairman. 


The following is a list of Santa Monica Bay area accidents occurring from 
1947 to the present : 

(1) November 4, 1947 at 1205: An Aeronca crash landed 150 yards off the 
end of Avenue C in Redondo Beach. The aircraft, with two oceupants, left 
Gardena Airport and crossed the coast line when an emergency landing became 
necessary, The passengers climbed to the top of the aircraft after impact with 
the water, but were not rescued. 

(2) May 5, 1948, at 0859: An Ercoupe made a forced landing in the water off 
Venice after broadcasting “May Day” due to engine failure. The pilot was 
lost. 

(3) September 5, 1948 at 1730: An Aeronca from Grand Central Airport 
crashed into Santa Monica Bay. One fatality. 

(4) February 4, 1949, at 1050: A North American X-AJ-1. Two fatalities. 
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(5) June 28, 1949 at 1827: A BT13 crashed off Bluff Point at Palos Verdes. 
Two fatalities resulted. 

(6) September 23, 1952 at 0305: 600 yards off Manhattan Beach pier an 
Ercoupe, out of Northrop Field at Hawthorne, crashed resulting in two 


fatalities. 

(7) May 9, 1953 at 1720: An F-86D from Los Angeles International Airport. 
The pilot bailed out and landed in the water but was lost. In this case, the 
first rescue vessels appeared on the scene 1.5 hours after the first call for 
assistance. ; 

Prior to 1947, accidents occurred to both military and civil aircraft. Though 
airline operation was not extensive from this facility prior to 1947, the loss of 
personnel and aircraft through military and civil operators represents an in- 
tangible in technical experience and dollars, 

The above listed accidents represent a total of 11 fatalities. You will also note 
that none of these occurred on the takeoff phase of flight with the exception of 
the F-86D which was climbing after takeoff. 

In view of the traffic generated in this southern California area and based on 
the statistical evidence concerning this flight phase and accident frequency, it is 
upparent that such an accident is a predictable probability, if not a certainty. 
Since the nearest surface rescue facilities are 40 minutes away, the potential loss 
of life from drowning in a ditching accident involving a large commercial trans- 
port can easily exceed the total loss of life in the 7 accidents involving water 
crashes since 1947. 

Our purpose is to provide the necessary protection for this eventuality on the 
same basis that a fire station is located in an expanding community, that is, action 
based on protection of the houses from potential loss as opposed to the mere tally 
of losses thus far. 

Mr. Roosgvetr. There has been no major disaster there, but, as Mr. 
McDonough has well pointed out, there have been a number of acci- 
dents, smaller disasters. 

Secondly, I think it is fairly obvious that this has been a depressed 
area and that the installation of this facility here would not only 
revive the entire area, but would constitute, I think, a tremendous 
help to the labor situation. It would create skills which are badly 
needed by both the Navy and the general maritime industry. 

It would also, of course, provide very much needed access, as Mr. 

? », . . . . 
McDonough has so well pointed out, not only to his district, but to all 
of the surrounding district, and it would relieve the situation which 
has become very serious in the major commercial harbors. 

loday, for instance, much of the small boat recreational work is 
done in the commercial harbors of Los Angeles and San Pedro, and 
as a result those harbors have had created in them a considerable 
hazard for the commercial work that goes on there and which should 
not be interfered with by the pleasure craft. This would remove 
many of them from the area.and give them this alternate port which 
they could use. 

I want to also add that we should not overlook the fact that with 
one important harbor in the area, the Los Angeles Harbor area, if it 
should be under attack during wartime there would be in all of the 
area nothing between Los Angeles and Santa Barbara to the north, 
and practically all of the way down to San Diego, although there is 
Newport Harbor, in between, which is practically filled with small 
craft, there would be nothing else that anybody could use for emer- 
gency work of any kind, including that for the smaller craft which the 
Navy operates. In time of an emergency proper repair facilities in 
this proposed harbor would be very valuable. 


61653—55—pt. 2——-24 
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I think it can be substantiated, without any question, that many 
hundreds and thousands of people would be serviced by this harbo; 
if we can proceed with its construction. 

The last point which I would like to make, although Mr. Thomson 
will expand, I am sure, on all of these points, is the particular ad. 
vantage which I think will come about in the development of all of 
the related industries that could be created by having this harbor 
here, and the industries which would provide employment to our 
people. 

As Iam sure all of you gentlemen know, we have an ever-increasing 
population in this area, and our employment problem is going to be 
an ever-increasing employment problem, and this would create an ad- 
ditional outlet and provide employment for the increasing population, 

I would like to add that one of my constituents in this area is one 
of the largest single employment agencies in the entire area, and that 
is the Hughes Aircraft Co. 

The Hughes Aircraft Co. owns roughly about 25 percent of the land 
that would have to be acquired for this facility. 

Now, the Hughes people acquired this land for the simple reason 
that their runway, which is to the north and a little bit to the west 
of the International runway, might be obstructed if buildings or 
industrial plants were put up in this area. It is, of course, a very 
important part of their national defense effort, because it is there 
that they take off on experimental flights and all of the other flights 
which are necessary to their work. 

It was therefore felt by Mr. Hughes that he should acquire this 
land as he wanted to make sure that no industry came in in front of 
his runway and proceeded to erect smokestacks or other buildings 
which would be a hazard to the landing and the taking off of his 
planes. 

He has interposed no objection to the building of this project. He 
is in favor of it, and he believes that it is a fine development for the 
community and for the people who work in his plant, and he, inc- 
dentally, is the largest single employer in my district. Therefore, 
I feel that his views should have some weight. 

He has asked me to bring to the attention of the committee some- 
thing which I feel is quite important. 

He feels that it would be a tragedy if anything should happen 
which would mean that the project was begun and then not finished, 
so that the land would, perhaps, revert back for public sale, in which 
‘ase, even though this land had been acquired by him and turned 
over to the Government he would be in the position then of having 
to rebid for it to again protect himself in respect to his runways. 

I would like to ask this committee to consider that, perhaps, in 
acquiring this property there should be tied to it a provision that none 
of the actual work should be begun on this project until such time 
as all of the land that was necessary was acquired. 

Then, I should like to make one small correction in Mr. Me- 
Donough’s statement. I believe the amount of land which would be 
a part of the navigational area as proposed is about 1,000 acres; !s 
that not right, Mr. Thomson ? 

Mr. THomson. Yes. 

Mr. Roosrvett. Therefore there is a considerable amount of land 
to be acquired. 
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Mr. Thomson wii! detail to you that on top of the $2 million which 
has been appropriated by the State of California, the county is also 
ready with funds to acquire whatever else has to be acquired to com- 
plete | the necessary land acquisition. Under a previous commitment, 
back in 1940, and which was reaffirmed, I believe, in 1951, the county 
has definitely assured Congress that it has the responsibility to go 
ahead and secure the land, even though, which I think is a remote 
possibility, in view of Governor Knight's letter, the State should 
default on their commitment to proc eed with the money appropriated 
last year by the State legislature. 

I do want to emphasize that I think, in fairness to and in protect- 
tion of Mr. Hughes that there should be some safeguard included pro- 
viding that the land will have all been acquired ‘before work on the 
project begins, so that he is not left in the unfortunate position of 
having to rebuy what he has previously bought for the protection of 
his runway because it has a very important part, as I am sure the 
Department of Defense would agree, in our overall national defense 
effort. 

I hope the members of this committee after hearing our testimony 
will feel that they can proceed with an appropriation for this project. 

I agree with my colleague that $1,500,000 would be an excellent 
start in the right direction, but I do not believe that an appropriation 
in that amount is necessary to get the State started on buying the land, 
which is the first thing I think that we have to do here. 

I think that the State wants a commitment of funds for actual 
construction in order that they may be able to answer any of the 
legal problems and others which arise as to whether the Congress is 
really committed to this project before the State uses any of that 
x2 million, and I think that, perhaps, a token amount at this time, in 
the discretion of the committee, would be sufficient now to get the proj- 
ect actually underway because, I think the facts of life are, as I am 
sure the committee knows, that it takes some time to acquire land 
through this process. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Roosevelt, for a very fine statement. 
You speak very skillfully and very persuasively. 

Mr. Murray. Has the State of California already made an appro- 
priation for the acquisition of land rights? 

Mr. Rooseveir. Last year the State appropriated $2 million from 
the so-called tidelands funds. F rankly it was a very smooth piece of 
work by the county and the assemblyman from this district. At the 
time the rush began for funds at the end of the session they got 
through this $2 million for the purpose of contributing to the pur- 
chase of this land. It was done based on the fact that this was not a 
project that just helped the County of Los Angeles, but one that would 
help a lot of other people in and around the area and, therefore, at 
least, in part, it was of benefit to the entire State. On that theory 
the appropriation was made. 

Mr. Murray. Was the appropriation paid over by the State to the 
county authority that is responsible for this project, or was it retained 
by the State for the purpose of acquisition of the land? 
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Mr. Roosrvetr. At the present time, and Mr. Thomson can correct 
me if I am wrong, it is still retained by the State, and the purchase 
of the land will be done in conjunction with and with the assistance 
of the county, and will be done by the State. 

Mr. THomson. By the State. : 

Mr, Murray. Is it possible that if this project is delayed that the 

appropriation by the State will lapse ? 
_ Mr. Roosrvetr. There is always definitely that distinct possibility, 
in my opinion. The longer you delay, the more probablity there is 
that someone will come along and say, “Here is $2 million that we 
are not using, let us take it back and use it for something else.” 

Mr. Murray. Has this property been zoned? Is that shes the State 
or county has done? Have they zoned it in order to prevent the erec- 
tion of industrial structures on the site? 

Mr. Roosrvetr. No, sir; I do not believe it is zoned to prevent that. 

Mr. Hanp. Congressman, you mentioned a point which interested 
me in connection with your airport there, You said the nearest air- 
sea rescue unit was a considerable distance away from the airport. 
Can you fix that in approximate miles? 

Mr. Roosrverr. I think by air-miles the nearest air-sea rescue unit 
would come from the Long Beach Harbor area, which would be about 
36 or 40 miles. 

Mr. Hanp. Is that a Coast Guard installation ¢ 

Mr. Roosrvetr. I think it is a Coast Guard installation. 

Mr. McDonoven. Yes, it is a Coast Guard installation. It is not 
u straight distance, Mr. Hand. It goes down around Point Fermin. 

Mr. Hanp. What is the distance by air? 

Mr. McDonovueu. By air I would say it is about 20 miles. 

Mr. Hanp. What is the nearest harbor of any consequence to this 
proposed project ¢ 

Mr. Roosrveitr. The Los Angeles Harbor area, including San 
Pedro, is the nearest harbor. By air that is about 38 miles, or 36. 

The next place offering any kind of protection would be the Santa 
Monica breakwater, but it is nothing but a breakwater, which is ex- 
posed on both ends. That is a mighty poor place to be in a storm. 
I had a boat there once myself, and I almost drowned. 

The next harbor of any size would be Santa Barbara to the northi, 
which is a pretty small harbor, and over 100 miles away. 

Then going down to the south there would be Newport and I would 
say Newport was about 50 miles. 

Mr. McDonovueu. Yes, fully that. 

Mr. Roosevett. About 50 miles, roughly, and that, as I understand 
it, is not a commercial harbor in any way. That is wholly a small- 
boat harbor. 

Then you go on down to San Diego, which is over 100 miles away. 

Mr. Hanp. Can you inform the committee as to whether or not this 
proposal has been formally presented to the Bureau of the Budget‘ 

Mr. Roosrvetr. Yes, I believe it is before the Bureau of the Budget. 

oe Hanp. Do you know whether or not any request for funds was 
made ¢ 

Mr. Roosrvetr. I am sure they requested funds. I believe the 
request was not approved by the Bureau of the Budget at this time. 

I would like to point out one other thing, which I think is important. 
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Normally these projects show a fair expectation of the Federal Gov- 
ernment’s benefits in proportion to the total outlay. In this particular 
instance the overall cost of this project is estimated at somewhere 
around $32 million, and the total cost of the Federal Government is 
estimated by the Corps of Engineers, the correct amount that they feel 
the Federal Government should spend is about $3,800,000, or 1214 
percent of the total cost of the project. That is all of the Federal 
Government’s share in the project. So that, certainly, the Federal 
Government is not having to stand most of it. The local community 
or the area is providing by far the major part of the funds involved. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Thomson, you have identified yourself and given 
your official position. You may proceed with filling in such details 
as you care to supply to the committee. 

Mr. THomson. Thank you. 

Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen of the committee, owing to the heavy 
pressure on your time, I will attempt to be as brief as I can with 
clarity, and you may be assured that I will be factual, and I will try 
to avoid any repetition of the testimony or the evidence that we have 
with us or that has been given by our two Representatives. 

You have learned that 87 percent of this total estimated cost has 
been accepted by the local interests as the share that they will come 
forward and provide. 

That is a formal commitment, as Mr. Roosevelt has mentioned, and 
ison file with the Federal agencies. It is not a matter of conversation. 

We have no contest with the Bureau of the Budget. 

Last year the Corps of Engineers recommended that the appro- 
priate share of the total cost of $32 million should be about 25 percent 
or a little less than $8 million, but the Bureau of the Budget said in 
the case of small-raft harbors that they rescinded 50 percent of the 
cost of the general navigational features, which brings it down to 
approximately $4 million for the Federal Government. 

We are not here to contest that. 

We are here, gentlemen, to say that time is pressing us, and for 
reasons which I will explain. 

What we respectfully ask of you is to afford us from Federal funds 
that amount that the Corps of Engineers would determine would be 
necessary for them to make their advance plans, which we call final 
plans, and also the construction funds which they believe might be 
obhigated by them and matched by us, of course, in this next fiscal 
year. 

What that amount is, I would not presume to say. I am confident 
that if the Corps did make that determination we would have such 
confidence in the Corps’ integrity and ability that we would be satis- 
led to stand by it. 

Personally I think that $500,000 might be adequate, or a quarter 
of a million, but we will leave that to the corps. 

I am authorized to say that an addition to close to a half million 
dollars in cash which we have put into the capital projects’ fund to 
show our earnestness in this project; I am authorized to say that we 
will add and have available $1 million for the purpose of its con- 
struction and planning for this coming fiscal year. 

Mr. McDonovueu. That is, the county of Los Angeles. 

Mr. TuHomson. And that is separate and apart from the $2 million 
of State funds which is available if, as, and when we can define the 
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exact area, about 1,000 acres, more or less, of this $1,750 acres of 
blighted land which will be the actual sit for the marina. 

We are asking consideration at this time of the point that for 
some years we have zoned this 1,750 acres in the center of civilization, 
and with a tremendous increase in pressure on us, as light agricul- 
tural land, and unless there is evidence that this project is going to 
erystalize and that a harbor will be developed, we are threatened with 
a court action, the county of Los Angeels is. They state that under 
present condition this is arbitrary zoning, and we should permit it 
to be rezoned for the development of industry and commerce, which 
is not only an offensive idea to the residential community surround- 
ing it, but one which would be absolutely destructive, because once 
1 acre of this 1,750 acres is rezoned we cannot revise and rezone the 
balance. 

The other point is the longer we wait for this to crystalize, and 
the crystalization would be effected by a Federal appropriation, how- 
ever modest, there is a natural appreciation or increase of land values, 
and the State has warned us that if they have to pay a good deal more 
for this 1,000 acres that we believe will be selected, that the onus will 
be on the county for the delay involved. In other words, there will be 
a shrinkage of their appropriation by the increase in the price of the 
land as time goes on. 

We havea further point that I must bring out, gentlemen. 

Due to our terrain there is no other possible spot on our coastline 
that could be developed into a harbor. Our two existing commercial 
harbors, side by side, Long Beach and Los Angeles, respectively, are 
manmade at tremendous expense. 

The area of their expansion is definitely limited by the physical 
characteristics surrounding them, and they are under pressure now 
to handle and process the world’s trade into berthing and docking and 
deep-draft vessels that are carrying that commerce, and I am here 
to speak for both harbors and to say that they look forward with a 
great deal of anxiety, hopeful that this project that we speak about 
will come to reality in the near future, so that they can take from their 
harbors a great proportion of small craft now using that valuable 
space which is for the processing and handling of the world’s trade 
for which they were designed and constructed, and on the potential 
revenues of which they plan to carry and amortize themselves. 

I would like to point out that we are not going into this project, 
gentlemen, as a community luxury. We cannot participate in such 
things. Weare entering into this to implement our regional economy. 
and, in turn, it will reflect favorably in our national economy. 

Due to a shortage of harbor space the small-craft industry and traf- 
fic has practically come to a vanishing point in proportion to our 
population. In the 2 harbors there are about 4,500 boats berthed 
therein, small craft, while if we had the same average number of small 
craft as Pacific coast ports have that do have adequate facilities in 
proportion per 1,000 of our population, instead of having 4,500 boats 
in our harbors we would have between 40,000 and 45,000 boats in them. 

Remember that with all of our blessings the Lord only gave us 4 
little over 1,000 miles of coastline. We have only three natural 


harbors. 
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Therefore we do not experience what some people have the ability 
toenjoy on the east coast, and we are being denied markets for labors 
and materials that this tremendous demand for small craft would 
normally present to us if the needed facilities were available, and our 
people could get in and operate facilities for the maintenance and 
repair of those boats. ’ 

In connection with the costs, I would like to bring out that we would 

not conceive of this as one of those projects which you enter into and 
your costs keep growing. 
’ Since the corps drafted their general plan of improvement in the 
late forties, there have been several circumstances which led us to 
believe that we might suggest to the corps alterations or modifications 
in the original plan that will in no way decrease the benefits or the 
utility of the harbor, but possibly increase them, giving a greater 
value for the dollar, and yet reduce the total cost of this development 
tothe Federal Government and to ourselves. 

I would like to say that. we are giving you our need for action now 
and that time is pressing. 

I would like to say that our major justification, I will repeat, is to 
establish a new market for labor and materials and a new center for 
business and industry and to implement both the regional and the 
national economic well being, because this is a regional project, and if 
you will notice on this map it serves not only a great proportion of 
the whole section there, but a great proportion of the population of 
Nevada. It will serve the majority of the population of California. 
If you will notice where the center of population lies, gentlemen, the 
center of population of the State is only 15 miles distant from this 
proposed harbor. In so doing we feel that it is going to stimulate 
the area, and this harbor will not merely provide for 7,500 or 8,000 
boats in the harbor. Since this harbor was conceived people are 
rapidly going to a multitude of small craft from 18 to 24 feet long 
that can be trailer-drawn and land-based. 

Therefore, we expect during the years many times the number of 
vessels that could be harbor-berthed in this harbor will utilize this 
facility and get into our western coastal fishing grounds and our 
channel islands which lie adjacent to this area. 

Protecting our airborne traffic is most essential. We are told that 
the second heaviest air traffic in the country is now out of the Inter- 
national Airport, which is 114 miles distant, a traffic of which over 85 
percent of necessity must become airborne and experience its most 
critical flight period in gaining crossing altitude over the open ocean. 

Admiral Sherman has reiterated the necessity of establishing a gen- 
eral search ad rescue unit in that area. He has no place to base such 
i unit from San Pedro up to Santa Barbara. They have that one 
harbor today that they can protect this tremendous volume of traffic 
with. 

I would like to say that there is no prejudice in the State of Cali- 
fornia to this project. 

Organized labor has consistently urged that it become a reality to 
revitalize the crafts and skills in mechanics in this important and speci- 
ied field of ship repair, maintenance and construction. 

Also, the Navy would have available to it a new location for haul 
out and repairs and a new source or nucleus of skilled craftsmen 
‘quipped to do the same. 
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It would, for the first time, open up the waters of our largest jn. 
portant sports fishing ground to a commercial fleet, which the oper. 
ators of existing fleets say would be around 100 vessels carrying ay 
average of 4,000 paid passenger fishermen a season, which is a tre. 
mendous industry in itself. 

Since the largest of the important sports fishing grounds lies in the 
Gulf of Santa Monica it is too far distant to make it commercially 
»racticable to utilize it by voyaging from our existing harbors and 
beak in. Today practically all of our barges are idle, so necessarily 
in many instances the Federal interests are idle. Our quarries are on 
the point of shutting down, and this would give immediate employ- 
ment for some 30 to 36 months for their qualified mechanics and skilled 
workmen. 

It would create a new annual market for materials and labor esti. 
mated conservatively to be in excess of $12 million a year based on the 
experience of the harbor at Newport in the adjacent county of Orange. 

Now, gentlemen, I would like, in leaving, to ask that you observe 
one thing, and that would be the small chart that I have inclosed with 
the other two. That shows that regardless of the revenues we send in 
to support our Federal Government the very small degree of navi- 
gational projects that we have enjoyed until an appropriation can be 
forthcoming. 

If there are any questions left in the minds of you gentlemen, could 
I suggest, Mr. Chairman, if it is not presumptuous on my part, that 
in order to eliminate all possible questions that might remain that | 
request that you gentlemen ask me any questions that you have so that 
they might be cleared up at this time? 

Mr. Evins. You want everything buttoned up before you go back 
to California, I take it. 

Mr. THomson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Evins. You have made a very fine statement, Mr. Thomson, and 
we thank you very much for your statement. 

Mr. Hann. How long has this whole project been under study and 
been planned? How long has it been under consideration ? 

Mr. THomson. The plans were started in the early forties. The 
corps completed its studies in 1948. In 1951 the Board of Engineers 
for Rivers and Harbors recommended to the Secretary of War that it 
be undertaken. Last year it was authorized by your 83d Congress. 

Mr. Evins. Will you repeat for the record how much will be made 
available from the county and also from the State, in the event a half 
million dollars is approved by this committee? Based upon that 
amount of money being approved, how much in matching funds would 
then be made available for the project ? 

Mr. Tuomson. There is $2 million available of State money to pw- 
chase this site, the purchase to be made by the State, independent of 
the county, which will then turn it over to the county for development 
with the cooperation of the Federal Government. 

Mr. Evins. Will that $2 million be made available regardless of the 
amount of moneys that might be appropriated by Congress ? 

Mr. Tuomson. As long as there are planning moneys, Mr. Chairma, 
and some construction moneys to nail it down, then there is no ques 
tion. The State cannot be criticized for putting some conditions 10 
that to protect them—— 
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Mr. McDonoven. In addition to the $2 million which the State of 
(California has already provided, contingent upon Federal partici- 
vation, there is how much additional that the county will commit 
itself to provide there ? 

Mr. Tuomson. At this time there is being considered an additional 
150,000, and we will agree to commit ourselves to another $1 million 
if you gentlemen provide the appropriation that, as I call it, erystal- 
lizes this project. 

Mr. McDonoveu. The $2 million from the State of California and 
the $1,400,000 from the county of Los Angeles would make $3,400,000. 

Mr. THomson. Please remember that over the coming years we are 
definitely committed by resolution of the full board to provide the 
balance of these projects’ costs over and above that which is to be 
borne by the Federal Government. We have taken that responsibility 
officially and formally, and it so stands on your records. 

Mr. Evins. How far out does this harbor extend from the coast- 
line? Does it extend out to include the islands shown here? How 
far out is San Clemente Island ¢ 

Mr. THomson. San Clemente is about 50 miles from the shore, and 
Newport about 24. 

Mr. Evins. And about how far north? 

Mr. Tuomson. It would be about 80 miles north. 

Mr. Evins. And about 50 miles in? 

Mr. Tuomson. Yes. If you will notice, please, that map is pre- 
pared by the Corps of Engineers, and I merely had it enlarged, 
because this sets forth what is the tributary area accessible to this 
harbor. 

I ask you to notice that this harbor is located only 1214 miles from 
the center of our county’s population. We have already noted that, 
and I do not want to confuse the issue by talking any longer than I 
have to. 

Mr. Evrys. You have answered my question sufficiently. 

Mr. Murray. Mr. Thomson, I think, said there is a suit concerning 
the zoning of this property in the California courts. 

Mr. THomson. There is not a suit, but there are suits threatened 
if this zoning continues as agriculture, which prohibits this develop- 
ment and is arbitrary under modern conditions. And our county 
attorneys have advised us we would be on very dangerous ground 
if we try to keep it for another year with the tremendous pressure 
in that area, with subdivisions developing—that we would be on 
dangerous ground to go into court. 

Mr. Murray. Do your county attorneys feel there might be such 
a suit? 

Mr. Toomson. Yes, sir. We have been threatened many times, and 
one reason there has not been is that we promised the people that the 
Federal and State Governments had entered into an arrangement 

Mr. McDonoveu. I think the question of zoning has been pretty 
well resolved because this project has been under consideration since 
1940. Now the adjacent area, in 1940, was agricultural. This is a 
low part of the land where the silt from the waters of the Santa Monica 
Mountains drains down and deposits, and it is an area of rich agricul 
tural land. There is no agriculture on the land at the present time, 
but the question of this being contested to be zoned for agricultural 
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purposes is pretty much out of the way right now. The question of 
its use for industrial purposes is a new move on the part of some 
people who think it could be used for that purpose. The answer; 
to that is that it has been used for industry to the extent that certain 
oil wells have been drilled in the area and have been exhausted, and 
they are dry wells now and on much of that area options have been 
taken and the land acquired. The possibility of its being used as 
an industrial site for factory construction is the most immediate 
thing, and the attempts that have been made to zone it for that purpose 
are coming to the point that they cannot make much of a case of it, 
because this matter has been consistently under consideration since 
1948 as a possible site for a small-boat harbor. So I would say the 
possibility of litigation because of the zoning is not too immediate, 

Mr. Murray. I would like to ask a few questions off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Hanp. Mr. Thomson, I wish you would give me a little further 
information on the physical conditions we have here. We have no 
harbor whatever here now. 

Mr. THomson. No, sir; no harbor whatever here now. 

Mr. Hanp. This is dry land, or semidry land now. 

Mr. THomson. It isa tidal marsh. If it were not for the flodgates 
65 percent would be inundated at ordinary tide. 

Mr. Hann. And there is no natural protection except some pro- 
tection which I suppose is afforded by the Bay of Santa Monica! 

Mr. THomson. That is correct. That is one of the most protected 
areas and has a mediterranean climate. It has all-year-round sail- 
ing, cruising, fishing, and party boats, which would be a big industry, 
taking out 25 to 30 passengers, and would be not only a tremendous 
benefit to the hundreds of thousands that cannot fish now, but I 
mean in dollars and cents to our revenues from the harbor and the 
economic value of that fleet to our local economy. 

Mr. Hanp. I notice there are 1,000 acres of the bay which you are 
contemplating making intoa harbor. What depth do you contemplate 
for that harbor ? 

Mr. THomson. At the entrance between the jetties, which are ap- 
proximately 2,000 feet long, the greatest depth of the seaward 
extension 

Mr. Hanp. How far apart? 

Mr. THomson. 700 feet at low tide—the water area between the 
jetties we are talking about has a 1,000-foot width. That means there 
would be a water area at low tide of some 700 feet between the jetties. 
The jetties are 2,000 feet long, with a depth of 25 feet at extremely low 
tide in the entrance channel at the seaward extension of the jetties, and 
coming up to 20 feet where the channel would go through the shoreline. 
That is what we call the surge. Then as we go up the interior turning 
basin, 15 feet, and then the berthing basin for some 7,500 boats at 10 
feet at extreme low tide. 

You see, we do not have very extreme tides. The range of our tides 
out there is only about 514 feet. 

Mr. Hanp. And it possibly follows from your last statement that 
ou would not have any particular surge or unusual dredging problem 
xy way of maintenance? 
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Mr. THomson. No, sir; it would be very reasonable, and the way it 
has been decided by the corps, and it has been studied by your National 
shore Line Erosion Board, they feel it will protect and hold the beach 
rather than be an obstruction. And we have had no objections from 
any Federal or State agency in their studies. 

Mr. Hann. Of course the pleasure craft you speak of and also the 
commercial fishing craft and the craft which take out sports fishermen 
for a fee are all estimates on your part. There is nothing there now; 
there is no harbor there now ? 

Mr. THomson. No, sir; there is nothing there now. 

Mr. Hann. You are assuming it would be attractive for them if it 
was built, but there is no traffic there now. 

Mr. THomson. That is right. 

Mr. Roosevetr. There is something to go on, though, because just be- 
yond that Santa Monica area, there is, as I told you, that breakwater 
area With all of the commercial fishing craft that take out people today. 
And I think it is safe to say they are busy all year around. So this is 
not just a guess that it will be an attractive thing, but that is ac tually 
proven by the use that is being made today wherever such facilities are 
inade available. 

Mr. Hann. How far is that breakwater from your present coast- 
line ¢ 

Mr. Tuomson. About 5 miles. And that breakwater is in a state 
of disrepair. Itiscondemned. It has been discarded as being a sand 
trap by the Corps of Engineers and they have refused to permit its 
ever being constructed again because of the effect on our beaches and 
the hazards of going behind it are so great. One reason there is so 
little traflic is that a vessel going behind that breakwater automatically 
blocks its marine access. In other words, the marine authorities con- 
sider it a hazard rather than a harbor. And that short stretch of 
breakwater, a little over a quarter of a mile long, is to be taken away 
as soon as the city of Santa Monica can afford the funds to remove 
therock. The thing was an abortion from the day it was born. 

Mr. Hanp. In other words, it is in process of being threatened by 
abandonment ¢ 

Mr. THomson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hann. What is the general nature of commercial fishing in this 
area’ Do you have any figures on the value of the annual catch ¢ 

Mr. Tuomson. This is the area of our largest mackerel and sardine 


catches. Although the Corps of Engineers have estimated that, I can- 


not give it to you ad lib. It is, however, an area that is practically 
unfished becatise it is so far distant from the existing harbors, yet 
sitting practically on the doorstep of 5 million people and practically 
In sight. 

Mr. Hanp. In the course of your local participation, would you 
expect to dredge the channel as well as the inner harbor, or is that 
part of the F ederal project, to dredge the channel ? 

Mr. Tuomson. The Federal Government is committed today and 
the approved recommendation of the Corps is that they provide, as a 
Federal agency, the general navigation: al features which they have 
specified as the new jetties, the entrance channel, the turning basis or 
interior main channel, and the aids to navigation, which are only 
some $35,000, and all that coming to a little less than $8 million. And 
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the Bureau of the Budget says they recommend only 50 percent. We 
have accepted that, so we really are prepared to pay. the other one. 
half of the cost that the Corps of Engineers recommended should be 
borne by the Federal Government, plus the rest of the entire develop. 
ment, and have guaranteed that it will be done so that your money 
does not stand wasted and idle. 

Mr. Hanp. I am still not quite clear on the answer to my last ques- 
tion. I understood your previous testimony to be that as far as the 
inner harbor is concerned you will have a 20-foot depth, 15-foot, and 
10-foot depth, and you were speaking about the local authorities going 
to dredge that land and make a harbor. 

Mr. Tuomson. At the 15-foot and the 10-foot depths; yes. We will 
furnish them with berthing basins. 

Mr. Hanno. Although you are expecting the Federal Government 
to dredge the channel ? 

Mr. THomson. We are expecting the Federal Government to pay 
for one-half of the channel navigation features. 

Mr. Hanp. How wide will the channel itself be? You have spoken 
about the width between jetties of 700 feet at low tide; but how wide 
will the channel itself be, or how wide do you contemplate it to be! 

Mr. THomson. The center jetties about 900 feet. 

Mr. Hanp. You mean you are going to have an entrance channel 
and you propose an entrance channel of that depth and that width! 

Mr. THomson. We propose an entrance channel that would be 7) 
feet of usable water wide. 

Mr. Hanp. 700 feet wide? 

Mr. THomson. Yes. 

Mr. Hanp. It is necessary to have a channel that wide? That isa 
pretty wide channel. 

Mr. THomson. Yes; but the corps believes that the nature of the 
wind and water conditions make it favorable ; because with some seven 
or eight thousand boats there is going to be a lot of traffic in that 
channel. 

Mr. Hanp. When you say seven or eight thousand boats, you are 
talking about the traffic you might anticipate there? 

Mr. THomson. We are talking about the accommodations that will 
be available in this completed harbor and we have no compunction 
about stating this harbor will probably be all signed up before it is 
completed, because the public’s normal demand is for some 40,000 to 
45,000 craft. 

Mr. Hanpb. You propose to provide wharfing and berthing facili- 
ties for that many boats? 

Mr. THomson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hanp. Some discussion has been had with reference to the loca- 
tion of the Coast Guard station. Where is it with reference to this 
project, and what kind is it? 

Mr. THomson. It would be the location of a general search and 
rescue unit. 

Mr. Hanp. Is there any Coast Guard station there now ? 

Mr. TuHomson. No. 

Mr. McDonoveu. There is at San Pedro, around the point. 

Mr. THomson. Yes; there is at San Pedro on the southern coast. 

Mr. Hanp. And that is how far away? 
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Mr. THomson. That is about 36 to 40 miles water distance. 

Mr. Hanp. Is there any official proposal that if this project is 
improved, there will be an air rescue station here operated by the 
(Coast Guard, or otherwise ¢ 

Mr. THomson. Yes, sir, and Admiral Sherman last year permitted 
me to read his statement before the Rivers and Harbors Committee to 
the effect that it was very desirous and they were prepared and wel- 
comed the location of such a general search and rescue unit. 

Mr. Hanp. Admiral Sherman is a Coast Guard officer, of course? 

Mr. THomson. He is commanding officer of the United States Coast 
Guard. 

Mr. Hanp. In that area? 

Mr. THomson. Yes, sir. 

He is the Commandant of the United States Coast Guard, the 
leader of the whole Coast Guard, right here in Washington, D. C. 

Mr. Hanno. The Coast Guard is definitely planning the location of 
a station here ? 

Mr. Toomson. Yes, sir. And that has also been constantly recom- 
mended and requested by the various local commandants of that whole 
Coast Guard district. 

Mr. Hann. Thank you very much. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. JeNsEN. I have just one question. I am quite sure it has been 
covered; but could you tell us in a few words what are the principal 
benefits that will accrue from this proposed project ? 

Mr. Tuomson. The principal benefits will be the establishment of 
amuch needed general search and rescue unit base by the Coast Guard 
to protect the second heaviest airborne traffic in this Nation which 
must experience its most critical flight period in maintaining a cruis- 
ing altitude over the open ocean immediately in front of this harbor. 

The second, you might say, is the fact it will produce a new center 
for repair and haul-out facilities for naval craft and a new nucleus 
of trained skilled mechanics. It will prevent the practical vanishing 
of the small-craft industry in our community, which has come to that 
point because there are only two harbors and they cannot afford the 
space to permit small craft in any degree commensurate with our 
population or its demands. As I explained previously, we have only 
two harbors in a community of 5 million people, and there are many 
people coming from neighboring communities that would enjoy this 
harbor. We have about 4,500 boats in the water in those harbors and 
they are creating a congestion and interfering with commercial de- 
velopments, and the harbors would like to encourage them to move 
elsewhere if there were any place for them to go. If we had the same 
ratio of small craft per thousand of our population as is enjoyed in 
the average of our other coastal communities, we would have 40,000 
to 45,000 small craft. This will stimulate the small-craft industry 
that is now dying on the vine; it will reestablish and create a new 
narket for labor and materials, implementing our economy regionally 
ind nationally, and it will allow us to participate in this great in- 
crease in the boat industry which the lack of harbor facilities now 
denies us. 

We are not approaching this as a recreational project; this is not a 
community luxury; this is a regional investment. It is estimated that 
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it should be self- -liquidating and self-supporting. We are doing it 
purely for the economic reasons and had the studies directed to \ 
developed in this harbor said it should be best used for handling ojj, 
lumber, or baled hay, that is a direction we would have recommended 
that this utility be used. But its most yressing need is for a marke; 
that is now denied, and that is small craft for both commercial fishing 
and semicommercial fishing and ey owned pleasure craft. 

Mr. Jensen. To what degree have the local interests shown their 
good faith in this project dollarwise? 

Mr. Tuomson. The present estimate is that for this total oo. 
local interests will have to come forward with some $32 million, of 
which the Bureau of the Budget recommends about $4 million of Fed- 
eral money. Although the Corps of Engineers recommended twice 
that much, we are not. jousting or bringing up any argument with the 
recommendations. We are satisfied—not satisfied, but we are so con- 
vineed about this project and time is so pressing that we are willing 
to take the $4 million as compared to the balance of $32 million which 
we have committed ourselves to provide. Weare asking today merely 
that you gentlemen see fit to provide the Corps of Engineers with the 
moneys for what we call their final planning and w hatever funds they 
feel they Ww — be able to obligate for construction contracts in the 
next year. I do not know how “much that would be and I leave that 
to the Corps of Engineers to advise you. 

Mr. McDonoven. I might add to that statement by saying that the 
State of California at the present time has committed itself to an ap 
propriation of $2 million and the county of Los Angeles has in its 
budget at the present time $450,000 and are committed to an additional 
$1 million this year. So that the $2 million, plus the $1,450,000 is 
$3,450,000 of local money that is immediately available. And that is 
contingent upon the amount of money this committee will recom- 
mend for appropriation to start the work. In other words the State 
of California says the $2 million is firm provided the Federal Gov- 
ernment comes along with $2 million; the $1,450,000 of the county is 
firm provided the Federal Government comes along with an appro- 
priation. And the amount we are asking of the Federal Government 
at the present time is only money for the ‘advanced planning and what 
little construction work they might do in the next year. And that 
amount may vary from $500,000 to $1 million. The total amount that 
the Federal Government is asked for on the whole project does not 
exceed $4 million. 

Mr. Jensen. And you feel the Federal Government has the respons'- 
bility here to that degree, at least. 

Mr. McDonoven. Definitely, for the Coast Guard air rescue port, 
for which there is at present nothing available. 

Mr. Evins. We thank all of you gentlemen for your very fine testi- 
mony. The resolutions offered by Mr. Thomson will be made a putt 
of the record at this point. 
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(The resolutions above referred to are as follow :) 


TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 28, 1950. 
RESOLUTION 


The board met in regular session. Present: Supervisors William A. Smith, 
chairman presiding, Leonard J. Roach, John Anson Ford, Raymond V. Darby, 


and Roger W. Jessup; and Harold J. Ostly, clerk, by Ray E. Lee, deputy clerk. 
(Minute book No. 357, p. 280) 


In re Playa del Rey small-boat harbor project: Resolution amending resolutions 
adopted September 28, 1948, and June 7, 149. 

On motion of Supervisor Darby, unanimously carried, it is ordered that the 
following resolution be and the same is hereby adopted : 

Whereas a resolution was adopted by the board of supervisors of the county 
of Los Angeles on September 28, 1948, and a further resolution on June 7, 1949, 
finding and determining that the public interest of the county of Los Angeles and 
its citizens requires that provision be made for additional small-craft facilities 
by means of the construction of a small-craft harbor at Playa del Rey, and tenta- 
tively accepting certain obligations in connection with the construction of such 
a small-craft harbor; and 

Whereas a further review of Report on Survey, Harbor at Playa del Rey, 
Calif., by the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, Corps of Engineers, 
War Department, as stated in letter of the district engineer, Los Angeles dis- 
trict, January 380, 1950, has indicated that certain additional modifications 
would be desirable prior to submission of said report to Congress: Now, there- 
fore, be it 

Resolved, That the said resolutions adopted by the board of supervisors of the 
county of Los Angeles on September 28, 1948, and on June 7, 1949, be and they 
are hereby amended by adding the further obligation set forth herein : 

11. Contribute in cash or equivalent work the cost of dredging 11 of the 12 
interior basins. 

I, Harold J. Ostly, county clerk of the county of Los Angeles, and ex officio 
clerk of the board of supervisors of said county, do hereby certify that the 
foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of the original minutes of the board 
of supervisors, as entered in minute book No. 357, page 280, in re Playa del 
Rey small-boat harbor project: Resolution amending resolutions adopted Sep- 
tember 28, 1948, and June 7, 1949. 

In witness whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the seal of the 
board of supervisors, this 27th day of May 1954. 

Harowtp J. OSTLey, 
County Clerk and ex officio Clerk of the Board of Supervisors of the 
County of Los Angeles, State of California. 
By Ray E. LEE, 
Deputy Clerk. 


TUESDAY, JUNE 7, 1949. 
RESOLUTION ° 


The board met in regular session. Present: Supervisors William A. Smith, 
chairman, presiding; Leonard J. Roach, John Anson Ford, Raymond V. Darby, 
and Roger W. Jessup; and Harold J. Ostly, clerk, by Ray E. Lee, deputy clerk. 


(Minute Book No. 348, p. 275 


In re proposed construction of small-craft harbor at Playa del Rey: Resolution 
amending resolution tentatively accepting certain obligations in connection 
therewith. 

On motion of Supervisor Darby, unanimously carried, it is ordered that the 
following resolution be and the same is hereby adopted : 

Whereas a resolution was adopted by the board of supervisors of the county 
of Los Angeles on September 28, 1948, finding and determining that the public 
interest of the county of Los Angeles and its citizens require that provision be 
made for additiona] small-craft facilities by means of the construction of a 
small-craft harbor at Playa del Rey, and tentatively accepting certain obligations 
in connection with the construction of such a small-craft harbor ; and 
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Whereas preliminary review of report on survey, harbor at Playa del Rey. 
Calif., by the Chief of Engineers, Corps of Engineers, War Department, data 
August 16, 1948, has indicated that certain modifications would be desirabje 
prior to submission of said report to Congress: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, that the said resolution adopted by the Board of Supervisors of the 
County of Los Angeles on September 28, 1948, be and it is hereby amended by 
adding to the obligations set forth therein, the following: 

9, Assume the cost of extending the upcoast jetty at Ballona Creek flood-contro| 
channel. 

10. Operate and maintain the entire project except aids to navigation, entrance 
jetties, and project depths in the entrance and interior channels, and in centra| 
basin. 

I, Harold J. Ostly, county clerk of the county of Los Angeles, and ex officio 
clerk of the board of supervisors of said county, do hereby certify that the 
foregoing is a full, true and correct copy of the orignal minutes of the board of 
supervisors, as entered in minute book No. 348, page 273, in re proposed con- 
struction of small-craft harbor at Playa del Rey: Resolution amending resoln. 
tion tentatively accepting certain obligations in connection therewith. 

In witness whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the seal of the 
board of supervisors, this 27th day of May 1954. 

Haroip J. Ostty, 
County Clerk and Ez-Officio Clerk of the Board of Supervisors of the 
County of Los Angeles, State of California. 
By Ray E. Les, 
Deputy Clerk. 


Tuespay, May 3, 1955. 


Pato Verve Diversion Dam 


WITNESSES 


HON. JOHN PHILLIPS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Cc. C. TABOR, ENGINEER, PALO VERDE IRRIGATION DISTRICT, 
BLYTHE COUNTY, CALIF. 

H. D. UNDERWOOD, PRESIDENT, BOARD OF TRUSTEES, PALO VERDE 
IRRIGATION DISTRICT 

LEON M. NOWELL 


Mr. Evins. The committee will be most delighted to hear our 
esteemed and beloved colleague, a very senior and very valuable mem- 
ber of the Committee on Appropriations. 

Mr. Putuures. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

I have an idea that the presentation will be brief and will depend 
entirely upon the committee as to what information they want. 

I would like to present to you Mr. C. C. Tabor, the engineer for the 
Palo Verde Valley Irrigation District, who will make a short state- 
ment and who will give the names and the titles of the people who are 
with him. As a matter of record, I would like to say this has to do 
with the Palo Verde Irrigation District, and few things have pleased 
the Congress so much, I guess, over the years as the final settlement 
of that problem. After long discussions in which various figures of 
larger amounts were discussed, and various methods of solving the 
problem, we finally had a bill last year which went through both 
Houses and pode for the method by which water may again be 
returned to the lands, the delivery of water having been disturbed by 
the construction of the up-river dams on the Colorado River. You 
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have the first item in the bill this year for the construction of the dam. 
It is in the neighborhood of $2 million. 

Mr. JENSEN. May I say, to expedite the hearing since we are rushed 
for time, that this Palo Verde Dam has been a source of great concern 
to the Interior Committee for many years. Finally we did get an 
authorization for it. It is an old rock dam; the old Palo Verde Rock 
Dam has been costing us thousands and thousands every year to main- 
tain. The committee had always hoped that finally the Congress 
would get around to authorizing a permanent dam. They finally did. 
[ might tell you that if Mike Kirwan was here, I could speak for Mike. 
He would say like I am saying that thank goodness this thing is finally 
coming to this point where we are getting a permanent dam which 
has been so badly needed for so many years, hid is completely justified 
from the standpoint of not only the dam itself but for the irrigation 
rojects surrounding it. 

With that I want to say that if that will expedite the hearings, 
Mr. Chairman, I can tell you right now that I am going to be for this 
project. 

Mr. Putturrs. This is Mr. Tabor. 

Mr. Evins. You may proceed. 

Mr. Tasor. With me is Mr. H. D. Underwood, the president of the 
board of trustees of the Palo Verde Irrigation District, and Mr. Leon 
M. Nowell. 

Mr. Evins. You have a very strong and a very able advocate in 
your representative. 

Mr. Tasor. Diversion from the Colorado River to the Palo Verde 
Valley started in 1877, which gives this locality the oldest water right 
in California on the Colorado River. Diversions have been continu- 
ous since 1908 and, until about 1942, were by gravity. Following con- 
struction of upstream dams, Hoover Dam (1935), Parker Dam (1938), 
and Headgate Rock Dam (1942), the stream bed and water surface 
lowered so that the district could no longer divert all its needs by 
gravity. This lowering was caused by the silt in the stream bed mov- 
ing on downstream and not being replenished by the silt from up- 
stream which was impounded by the dams. In 1945, the Federal Gov- 
ernment constructed a loose rock weir in the river to hold the water 
sufficiently high for gravity diversion. The Federal Government has 
appropriated approximately $25,000 every year for maintenance of 
this temporary weir. Last year, after 9 years of studies and negotia- 
tions, the 88d Congress passed a bill, H. R. 8498, authorizing con- 
struction of a permanent dam to assist in the solution of this problem. 
The solution is a negotiated settlement and is not entirely to the dis- 
trict’s liking ; for example, the proposed dam will hold the water some 
4 feet lower than the present weir. This elevation was necessary as 
acompromise with the Bureau of Indian Affairs to prevent flood haz- 
ard and waterlogging on the Colorado River Reservation on the east 
side of the river. The estimated cost is $7,099,000 divided as follows: 
Dam, spillway, and intake $4, 538, 000 


Levees and drain on Indian reservation 2, 061, 000 
Loan to district for modification of canals to fit lower level 


Total 7, 099, 000 


_On this amount, the district is to pay $1,175,000 (an amount of 
%675,000 as determined by the Department of the Interior, plus $500,- 
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000 added by the Senate) plus the $500,000 loan, a total of $1,675,000, 
This is to be paid in 50 years without interest. 

The district is willing to enter into a contract with the United 
States for payment of these amounts and to operate the dam at the 
district’s expense. . 

The district is not a reclamation project; it has stood on its own 
feet financially. It accepted some Federal flood-control work (less 
than $50,000) in 1932-35 and accepted the weir ($250,000) in 1945. No 
new land will be added to cultivation as a result of the proposed dam, 

The district also requests the committee to include in the 1956 budget 
the usual item of $25,000 for maintenance of the weir, This tem- 
porary structure must be maintained until the new one is complete. 

Mr. Pumuies. Part of the cost is being paid by the Indians on the 
other side of the river in order to get benefit to their lands from the 
general development. Part is being paid by the Palo Verde Lrriga- 
tion District on a basis estimated by the Bureau of Reclamation to 
be the fair share for the district to pay. That was increased slightly 
in the Senate. That was accepted without further argument by the 
Palo Verde District. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Phillips and Mr. Tabor, you are both supporting the 
fund of $1,985,000 which is in the budget for the next fiscal year’ 

Mr. Puiuies. That is correct. 

Mr. Evins. We thank you very much. 

Mr. Puturs. We thank you for this opportunity to appear. Would 
you like to permit the others to extend their remarks, Mr. Chairman! 


Wepnespay, May 4, 195). 
WeEstTwoop-SawTELLe Prosect, Los ANGELEs, CALIF. 


WITNESSES 


HON. DONALD L. JACKSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

HON. CHET HOLIFIELD, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

MRS. ROSALIND WYMAN, CITY COUNCILWOMAN, FIFTH DISTRICT, 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES, CALIF. 


Mr. Evins. The committee will be pleased to hear from our es 
teemed colleagues, Mr. Jackson and Mr. Holifield of California. 

Mr. Jackson. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

We have with us today the very able councilwoman—of the fifth 
district of Los Angeles, who is here on behalf of the continuation of 
construction of the Westwood-Sawtelle project. If it is in keeping 
with the procedure of the committee, I should like to yield at this 
time in order that she may make her presentation and catch an early 
afternoon plane to New York. 

Mr. Houtrtevp. I am here because of my interest in the whole flood: 
control project in Los Angeles. A part of downtown Los Angeles 
is in my congressional district. I would like to yield my time to Mrs. 
Wyman, a city councilwoman from Los Angeles. 


Mr. Evins. We will be pleased to hear your testimony. You may 


proceed, 
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Mrs. Wyman. I will try to go through this as briefly as I can and 
make it simple for you. 

Roughly, this map here on the table shows the area that we are 
speaking about. Here [indicating] is the Westwood-Sawtelle proj- 
ect, and how much is completed. It goes up here and all the way into 
this dotted line here [indicating]. 

We have at the yreent time in the city of Los Angeles five projects 
that are being held up. We floated a bond issue in 1952 when we 
had ample money to build our projects, but all our laterals are keyed 
to the waterflow into the Federal Government’s project here 
indicating 

Our problem is very simple. You can see what is happening from 
the pictures here. When it rains, we have a regular river flowing. 
When it rains in California, it really rains. It does not rain so often, 
but when it rains we get a real good rain. We have this area 
[indicating] that is quite hilly. Here you can see cars being com- 
pletely covered by the water. There is a great deal of damage done 
to the homes in this area. This happens to be a very high-income- 
tax-bracket area. Bellaire is in one section, which is probably one 
of the highest-income-tax-bracket areas we have, and then there is 
Westwood. They spend a great deal of money for homes in this 
area, and every time it rains, because we cannot do our job, they get 
flooded. 

All of our projects are keyed to the one Government project. This 
[indicating] represents approximately 15,150 acres. 

Up in this section [indicating] we have 6,000 good acres that could 
be used for subdivision which we cannot subdivide at the present 
time because if we bring any more water on these people down below 
there is going to be real trouble. So the city has losses. We are 
losing revenue. Every time it rains we have to go out and clean 
the streets of the debris and take care of the catch basins and all of 
various other things that have to be done. We find this is making 
a great drain on our appropriations each year. 

I have met with the people in this area time and time again. The 
great cry from our city engineer is that the Westwood-Sawtelle storm 
drain is where our water must flow to. 

I just do not know how many reports I have. I have stacks of 
them. I know that you do not have time to read them now. Each 
of them says, “Very well, Mrs. Wyman, but we are in this sitution 
ecause all of this is keyed to this Government project.” 

It started in 1941. It stopped during the war. It picked up in 

IM47 and stopped again. 
Tn this western end of the city we are in real desperate straits 
right now. We do not know what todo. Therefore, I am trying to 
appeal to you to speed this project up, give us the money—roughly 
180,000. 

I was talking to the Corps of Engineers and with the additional 
xtra costs, they tell me that it would run about $250,000. It is about 
\510 million program. You have spent about $2 million on it. Be- 
‘use of the money that you have already spent, it seems a waste 
ifmoney if you do not go on and continue it. 

lhe people within this area have really suffered. We have a new 
lormon temple that is just glorious that has been built out there and 
hey are very worried. It is probably one of the most beautiful in the 
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country today. They are scared to death with every rain we haye. 
It is not getting any better. 

I appeal to you if there is any way to speed up this project, give ys 
the money for the plans so that we can start to go on it. 

I do not know the politics involved, to tell you the truth. I do not 
know whether it is the Corps of Engineers who are not pushing it, 
or who. I think that some of you were out to see this project in 1953, 
I do not know how we can dramatize the issue any more. 

T have some films that I think are ready now. It will take about 3 
minutes to show them. 

Mr. Evrns. You have made a fine statement. The still pictures 
that have shown here of the flood damage in the city of Los Angeles 
are certainly impressive. The project for which you are advocating 
the continuation of funds is a part of the overall city of Los Angeles’ 
flood-control project, and the committee has had extensive testimony 
on it so far. I am sure that the committee will give every considera. 
tion to your appeal for the Sawtelle-Westwood area. 

Mrs. Wyman, the committee will pleased to see the movies you have 
so kindly brought for us. 

Mrs. Wyman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I would like to show you these films which may be of interest to 
the members of the committee. 

(Motion pictures showing flood waters were exhibited. ) 

We, in California, hate to see this but we do have to take care of our 
people too. We do not want the chamber of commerce to take this 
up and use it against us but we do have a real serious problem and it 
is very hard to dramatize the flood problem in California because 
people really do not feel that it exists, and I know of no way expect 
visually such as this, to show the members of the committee how 
serious the damage is. They are still digging out from under it at 
the present time. 

Mr. Evins. The pictures show it very graphically, Mrs. Wyman. 

How often do damages of this character occur ? 

Mrs. Wyman. We have been having it almost every rain recently; 
the heaviest rain was a year and a half ago. This damage occurs 
now because, as I tried to explain earlier, the area is hilly and the 
water seeps in before it is built up and improved, and the water 
goes through. 

Mr. Evins. Will you tell the committee how much money you are 
recommending to do this work for the next fiscal year ? 

Mrs. Wyman. $250,000. Here, again, I do not know just how to 
appeal to you in presenting this matter to the committee but I would 
like to see the work speeded up. I do not know if this is possible, 
and I may be saying something that does not fit in with your pro 
cedure; I do not know. But it has got to be speeded up; the city 
is wide open and we cannot build our storm drain and we feel that 
the Federal Government’s plans for it should be concluded, and we 
do not know just where to go until we get the storm drain and flood: 
control problem solved. 

If I may ask for the money, it would get the program speeded up. 
I would like to get that on the record because that is what we despel- 
ately need. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you very much, Mrs. Wyman. 
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Mrs. Wyman. Thank you. 

Mr. Evrys. We will be pleased to hear at this time our esteemed 
colleague, Mr. Jackson. 

Mr. Jackson. Mr. Chairman, if I may, rather than take the time 
of the subcommittee, I should like to file a statement in support of 
the appropriation for construction, stressing, as Mrs. Wyman has 
done, very adequately, the urgency of this situation. 

This is not a matter in which agricultural lands are being flooded ; 
this is a matter where an urban area has been built up and where the 
urban area is suffering every time we have an abnormal rainfall. 
So, again, I would like to urge that the committee give every possible 
consideration to this matter and I should like to express my thanks to 
the committee for allowing Mrs. Wyman to make her presentation, 


to0. 
With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I will add the following 


statement for the record. 
(The statement referred to follows :) 


Mr. Chairman, I know from personal experience the heavy sehedule of sub 
committees in general and this one in particular, and I will not take a consid- 
erable amount of the time of this group to detail all of the reasons why it is im- 
perative that some further construction on the Westwood-Sawtelle project of the 
overall Los Angeles County flood control program be instituted. I have, over the 
course of the past several years, appeared before this subcommittee and other 
official bodies, in an effort to obtain funds which could be used to further con- 
struction commenced many years ago on the Westwood-Sawtelle project. I am 
quite frankly puzzled at the long and inexplicable delay in pushing construction 
of a program which all acknowledge to be necessary and of an urgent nature. 

Members of the Committee on Appropriations and other official representatives 
of interested agencies here in Washington have visited the project from time to 
time during the past several years. It may have been, that failing the sight. of 
rampaging waters, the urgency of the situation was not apparent to them, but I 
ean assure you, Mr. Chairman, that during the seasonal and sometimes unex- 
pected rainstorms, considerable torrents of water pour down the watershed of 
the Santa Monica Mountains, carrying with them tons of silt and debris which 
is deposited in streets, local drainage installations, private homes, and business 
establishments. The area proposed to be drained by the construction of the 
Westwood-Sawtelle system is located in the heart of one of the most highly 
developed districts in all of Los Angeles County. Since the Westwood-Sawtelle 
project was first authorized many years ago, thousands of new homes and busi- 
hess enterprises have been constructed. The need for immediate relief is so 
obvious to those of us who are in day-to-day touch with the actual situation as 
it relates to floodwaters, that the failure of the cognizant agencies of Govern- 
ment to assist in remedial action appears fantastic. I realize, Mr. Chairman, 
that Westwood-Sawtelle is a very small program when viewed in relation to the 
overall national obligation and the multitude of perplexing problems which con- 
front this subcommittee, the full Committee on Appropriations, and the other 
agencies involved. However, Westwood-Sawtelle is one of the most important 
things in the world to thousands of citizens who have, at one time or another, 
suffered considerable damage during the torrential rains. Westwood-Sawtelle is 
also important to the friends and relatives of the several individuals who have 
lost their lives as a result of the flood conditions. A very small amount of 
money has been requested by the local authorities for continuation of construc- 
tion of the partially finished project. It is my understanding that advance 
Planning is completed and that work could be commenced immediately. 

I should be derelict in carrying out my obligations if I did not come before 
you today with an urgent request for consideration by this subcommittee. The 
City and county officials in Los Angeles have urged action on Westwood-Saw- 
telle, and the State legislature has memorialized Congress to do something about 
continued construction. Unless some channel of administrative relief can be 
found, failure to include construction funds in the budget presently under con- 
sideration will mean that no possibility of work on the system will exist until 
1957. In the meanwhile it is quite likely that thousands, or hundreds of thou- 
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sands of dollars of damage will result. I am confident that those of you wh) 
are here today representing the city and county of Los Angeles, will corroborate 
what I have said with respect to the immediate urgency of the problem. My aq. 
vocacy of the Westwood-Sawtelle project should in no way be interpreted ag mip. 
imizing the importance of the other programs and projects being presented py 
these gentlemen. We have a great and important program underway in thp 
overall flood control undertaking, and each of the individual projects has merit 
I simply make the point that one of the most meritorious appears year by year 
to be neglected beyond reason or understanding. 

Thank you very much, gentlemen, for your kindness and consideration. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you very much, Mr. Jackson, for your statement, 

Mr. Jackson. Thank you. 


Wepnespay, May 4, 1955. 
Wuire Water Canyon Area, Riversipg, Cacir. 


WITNESS 


HON. JOHN PHILLIPS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Evins. The committee will next hear from our colleague, Mr. 
Phillips, a valuable member of the Appropriations Committee. 

Mr. Priuurrs. Mr. Chairman, very briefly only. I appeared yes- 
terday with Mr. Tabor, and at that time you will remember that the 
bells had rung upstairs and the committee was very anxious that 
the statements should be made short. 

May I now submit to the committee a statement by Mr. Tabor to 
be placed in the record in place of the short statement he made at 
that time, and I call your attention to the second paragraph on page 2 
which the clerk will point out to you, which I think is satisfactory, 
concerning the contractual point the committee raised at that time. 

(Statement referred to will be found on p. 383.) 

1 come here today in a rather unusual role, to ask you to spend 
$10,000 in order to save $250,000. 

Some years ago—and Mr. Bryant is here, Mr. John Bryant, the 
flood-control engineer for the county of Riverside, and the other 
gentleman is my assistant, Mr. Jaques, who is acting as his guide 
in the labyrinth of the Capitol. 

I want to speak to you about a matter of the flood-control study 
in the White Water Canyon area. The Corps of Engineers has con- 
ducted a rather extensive investigation in which the spent, I believe, 
about $160,000 ; that money has already been spent. 

Now, we have these drillings and soil examinations and everything 
to go along with the complete investigation. 

The intent at that time was for the Corps of Engineers to build 
the necessary flood-protection works. 

The city of Riverside desires to build this themselves, at their 
own expense—are willing to do so—I probably should not say they 
desire to spend the money, but they are willing to do it at their 
own expense, but we would like to use the findings of the Corps of 
Engineers. This would prevent a repetition of the spending in order 
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to get the same information which is already in the files of the 
engineers. Agi ; 

The engineers, in order to make this information available to us, 
have to spend about $20,000 more. ‘They have asked for $10,000 in 
this year’s budget, and I appear before you to say that if that amount 
of money is allowed the engineers, we are satisfied. A representative 
of the Corps of Engineers has told me personally they think they 
will be able to squeeze a little more money out to complete the survey. 

Now, unless you would like to hear from Mr. Bryant as a matter 
of courtesy, Mr. Chairman, that will conclude my statement. 

Mr. Evrns. The committee will be very glad to hear him. 

Mr. Puitures. He is here really for the hearing this afternoon before 
your committee. 

‘ | think that is all I need to say to you at this time. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you very much, Mr. Phillips. 

Mr. Patiures. Thank you. 


AFTERNOON SESSION 
Tuurspay, May, 5, 1955. 


BoNNEVILLE Power ADMINISTRATION AND Civin Functions, Corps oF 
ENGINEERS 


WITNESSES 


C. A. ERDAHL, CHAIRMAN, PACIFIC NORTHWEST UTILITIES CON- 
FERENCE COMMITTEE 

E. ROBERT DE LUCCIA, PACIFIC POWER & LIGHT CO. 

D. R. McCLUNG, PACIFIC POWER & LIGHT CO. 

A. H. WEGNER, THE WASHINGTON WATER POWER CO., SPOKANE 

THOMAS W. ANDERSON, CHAIRMAN, PUBLIC UTILITIES BOARD, 
CITY OF TACOMA, WASH. 

J. FRANK WARD, MANAGING DIRECTOR, WASHINGTON STATE 
POWER COMMISSION, OLYMPIA, WASH. 

DEAN BARLINE, DIRECTOR OF UTILITIES, TACOMA, WASH. 

PAUL B. McKEE, PACIFIC POWER & LIGHT CO. 

JOHN S. DICKSON, PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT NO. 1,0F WAHKIAKUM 
COUNTY 

BOB JONES, SEATTLE CITY LIGHT, WASHINGTON STATE POWER 
COMMISSION 

ROBERT H. SHORT, PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC CoO. 


Mr. Evins. Congressman Tollefson is delayed at the moment be- 
cause of some important legislation on the floor, and he may be here, 
Iam advised, later. 

We are going to ask each of you gentlemen to please give for the 
record at this point your names and whom you represent. 

Mr. Erpanu. I would like to present those here first for the benefit 
of the committee. 

I may say, to begin with, that this statement was signed by some 
utilities that were not able to send anyone to Washington. It repre- 
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sents the Eugene Water and Electric Board, Ray Boals, secretary and 
superintendent; the Washington Water Power Co., K. M. Robinson 
president ; Public Utility District No. 1 of Wahkaikum County, Wash, 
John S. Dickson, Manager; Portland General Electric Co., Frank M. 
Warren, president; Washington State Power Commission, J. Frank 
Ward, managing director; Pacific County Public Utility Distric 
No, 2, Allen Rotta, manager; Mason County Public Utility District 
No. 3, Claude Danielson, manager; Pacific Power & Light Co., Paul 
B. McKee, president; Gartn County Public Utility District, G. 4. 
Smothers, manager; city of Seattle, Bob Jones, chairman, City Util- 
ities; Cowlitz County Public Utility District, O. G. Hittle, manager; 
Public Utility District No. 1 of Mason County, Dick Buechel, 

resident; Grays Harbor County Public Utility District No, 1, 

. J. Robbins, manager. 

It is quite a representative group of the west group of the nortb- 
west power pool. These utilities represent approximately 80 percent 
of the electric consumers in our area. 

What I would like to do, if I may, is to present the statement. | 
would like to read it. It is not along statement. After that I would 
like to make one or two comments with reference to charts that we 
have. I would like to ask for brief statements, if I may, from the 
individuals that are here. I think that will cover the field quite well. 

Mr. Evins. You may proceed. 

Mr. Erpant. Gentlemen, this is the ninth consecutive year that the 
members of the Pacific Northwest Utilities Conference Committee 
have appeared before appropriations committees of the Congress to 
testify regarding the needs and problems of our regional power 
situation. 

The power needs of our region continue to grow rapidly. A con- 
servative estimate by the engineering committee of the Pacific North- 
west Governors’ Power Policy Committee is that the requirements of 
the region as a whole will increase by a minimum of 6,400,000 kilo- 
watts between now and 1964. This estimated increase will very 
nearly double the present load, and to meet such growth an invest- 
ment of between $2 and $3 billion must be made in power production, 
transmission, and distribution facilities. 

In the west group area of the northwest power pool, in which the 
utilities represented here operate, the power load growth estimates are 
in proportion to that for the overall region. We face the responsi- 
bility of meeting a tremendous increase in the needs of more than 
I' million customers, and the welfare and progress of the people of the 
Pacific Northwest demand that this responsibility be met. 

The non-Federal utilities of our area clearly recognize that they 
have a large share of development responsibility on their own shoul- 
ders. In the past 5 years, they have expended $527 million on the 
construction of new facilities to strengthen and expand service to the 
public. We are prepared to spend an even greater amount during 
the next 5 years. 

It is an inescapable fact, however, that our region must rely upon, 
to a large extent, the Government power-generating projects under 
construction to supply growth requirements between now and 1960. 
The time needed to plan and build large hydroelectric projects is such 
that no alternative program can be considered to meet our immediate 
problem. 
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This means that work on the multiple-purpose projects under con- 
struction by the Corps of Engineers at The Dalles, McNary, and Chief 
Joseph must go forward on schedule, or a power shortage will be 
imminent. The schedule requires $63,500,000 for The Dalles, $18 
million for Chief Joseph, $11 million for McNary, $500,000 for initial 
planning for the John Day project, together with relatively small 
ymounts for ylanning on other projects. ; 

We urge, Soeuedaan the full appropriation needs for these projects 
be allowed by the Congress. It also should be pointed out that once 
construction has started it is to the economic advantage of the Gov- 
ernment that they be completed and put to work returning revenues 
to the Treasury as soon as possible. 

Likewise, we urge the most favorable consideration of the budget 
requests for construction and for operation and maintenance funds 
for the Bonneville Power Administration. It is obvious that the de- 
velopment of the Government’s transmission grid must proceed in step 
with the development of new generating capacity, and with the in- 
crease In loads at points of delivery. 

The construction budget of Bonneville Power Administration has 
been reviewed carefully by the operating utilities in our group, and 
we feel that it represents a solid, practical, and necessary program of 
construction. We recommend its approval. 

Also, we recommend favorable consideration of the budget request 
for operating and maintenance funds for Bonneville. It is apparent 
that a system which performs such a vital role in the Pacific Northwest 
power picture must be so operated and maintained as to give the great- 
est possible assurance of untinterrupted service. Any serious outage 
on the Bonneville system can affect the whole area, and cause wide- 
spread service difficulties. 

Because of the closely knit nature of the northwest power pool op- 
eration, and because a certain degree of flexibility is highly desirable 
in Bonneville’s operations, we wish to suggest that the Congress take 
this into consideration in its appropriation language and make it pos- 
sible for actual operating conditions to be handled on an efficient basis. 

Almost as urgent to our region as the maintenance of schedule on 
present construction is the need for prompt decisions on the start of 
new projects. We have no time to lose if we are to avoid a hiatus in 
our development when projects now building have been completed and 
their power output absorbed, as it will be almost as quickly as the 
generators start turning. 

Much more needs to be done in the field of power development than 
we of the Pacific Northwest can reasonably expect the Congress to 
provide through appropriations. That has been well demonstrated in 
the past, and we would be less than realistic if we did not recognize 
that it will continue to be true in the future. 

Since between 250 and 300 million dollars a year is needed in the 
Pacific Northwest for power facility construction, we wish to empha- 
size to the Congress that we need every Federal dollar we can get to 
support our river-development program, and every dollar that can be 
provided from other sources. 

The local utilities of the area, as we have indicated, are ready, able 
and willing to make a very substantial contribution toward this over- 
all capital requirement. 
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Large though our development task may be, it is one which can ly 
accomplished if we work together. 

It is clear from the record of the past, and from the forecasts for the 
future, that new major projects should be started at the earliest pos. 
sible date. How this is to be accomplished, and by whom, is not , 
decision that we alone can made. It is a question which, to a larg 
degree, must be decided by the Congress. | 

All we can do is urge most strongly that prompt decisions are needed, 
so that each responsible party can go forward with his part of the ne. 
essary power-development program, and essential flood-control and 
navigation benefits can be achieved. The Pacific Northwest cannot 
afford to have its growth stifled by a power shortage, nor can the 
Nation afford to permit this to happen. 

Many possible developments are being advanced by local utilities 
of the area, public and private, and it is important to understand that 
each of these is being studied by its sponsors in the light of how the 
particular project fits into the overall program. We have learned 
from long and successful experience with the northwest power pool 
that the integration of our power resources brings benefits to all parties, 
and it is against the background of such experience that all of ou 
planning is being done today. 

We have already attained a high degree of coordination in our 
regional power operations and in our approach to the problems of the 
future. 

Our request to you of the Congress is that each of these problems that 
comes tious you for action be studied in the same spirit, and that you 
yn it possible for our development program to be continued without 

elay. 

Adopted at a meeting of the Pacific Northwest Utilities Conference 
Committee at Tacoma, Wash., April 26, 1955. 

I might say that this statement was adopted by the Pacific North- 
west Utility Conference meeting at Tacoma, April 26, 1955, and is 
signed by those that I have indicated to you previously. 

Now, what I would like to do with your permission is to refer briefly 
to this chart that we have on our load growth. I would like to say 
at the outset we just put some figures together the last couple of days. 
and we find in the last 5 years the utilities represented by this group 
have put on the line new capacity that totals over 1 million kilowatts. 
So you see the non-Federal utilities in our area are not depending, 
nor have they in the past, entirely upon the Federal Government. 

There are some projects, however, that we feel the Federal Govern- 
ment should very rapidly get started with construction money, or 
allow some method to be devised so we can do it on a cooperative basis. 

This chart that I show you here at the end of the table represents 
from the years 1955-56 to 1964-65. 

The top part of the chart indicates the requirements not met, and 
that is the interruptible power service mostly to the aluminum industry 
in our area. Then there is the firm load not met with hydro and then 
the prime power capabilities, hydro. 


This is based upon a minimum year, 1936-37, that we used for a basis, 


and the area we represent when we speak of the west group pool is 
represented in that shaded area up to the right on the little map 10 
the corner. 
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If we have a critical year this year, we will not be able to take care of 
the interruptible load, and we would not be able to quite take care of 
all of the firm loads with hydro in our area. And as you go along, of 
course, down to 1960-61 year, you will see how this black section gets 
larger and larger, first taking over the interruptible load, which 
amounts to about 600,000 kilowatts. 

This large black area then, when it gets over to 1964-65, you will 
ve indicates a shortage of approximately 2 million kilowatts. 

So we have a problem of getting an extra 2 million kilowatts by that 
period if we are not going to be met with a very serious power situation 
in our area. 

| want to repeat again, we feel, all of us, that this is not a job that 
the Federal Government can do and do alone. We feel as though it 
isa job that must be done by all of us in the power business—Federal, 
public, and private—and if we are going to accomplish anything, that 
chart represents the work we will have to do in our area. 

Now, next, I would like to call on Mr. Luccia to indicate some dollar 
figures on a chart that he has. I think that it will give you a pretty 
good picture of what we are talking about when we indicate the dollar 
requirements that are going to be needed to meet this power situation 
that the large chart hanging on the easel indicates. 

Mr. pe Lucctra. Mr. Chairman, I should like to insert at this point 
a chart showing the Pacific Northwest power construction finde 
requirements, 

Mr. Evins. Without objection, the chart will be inserted in the 
record at this point. 
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(The chart is as follows:) 
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Mr. pe Luccta. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, this chart shows 
Federal expenditures for projects which have power features, such as 
multipurpose projects, in the year 1946 and the year 1955, and is in- 
clusive of expenditures actually made and the amounts budgeted for 
this fiscal year. 

That is shown on the left of the chart. ‘On the right-hand side of 
the chart are shown estimated amounts of money required on a mini- 
mum basis, in total, to provide the power facilities necessary to meet 
the loads in the area. 

You will notice on the left the green bars collectively total $1,485 
million, or an average of about $150 million a year for the last decade. 

On the right the bars total $2,934 million, nearly $3 billion, or an 
average for future requirements of $300 million a year. 

The subdivision of the bars on the right-hand side show in blue the 
amounts of money necessary, and estimated by years, to complete the 
Federal construction now going on, including the necessary primary 
transmission. The total stacks, by years, are inclusive of the amounts 
needed to complete the existing Federal program and the additional 
amounts are shown in red to meet minimum power requirements. 

This chart has been checked with respect to historic data with the 
Army engineers and with the Bonneville Power Administration, and 
with the various United States budgets through the years and is be- 
lieved to be reasonably representative of the funds expended. 

On the right a similar check has been made with respect to the blue 
shaded areas, and as I said, the red are the estimated amounts based 
on the selection of dams that are possible of building in the North- 
west and which are in various programs. 

I call your attention to the farthest bar over, 1965, to give you an 

idea of how these money requirements mount rapidly as the years go 
by. You will notice there it has reached a total of $400 million. In 
the next year, which would be 1956, that would even reach higher, pos- 
sibly approaching $500 million, because not only is the load expand- 
ing, but the projects which are more economical have been constructed, 
theoretically, and your combination of two kinds of things which 
increase the money. There is not any distribution or what we call in 
our utility business subtransmission, in these figures. These are, as 
I said, the costs of providing the generating facilities, the dams and 
powerhouses, and the related multiple-feature purposes that have to 
be built in with the structure and the primary transmission lines. 
_ There is one other point: These figures do not include interest dur- 
ing the construction. I might say in comparison of the future years, 
the Bonneville Power Administration shows $3,500 million as com- 
pared to this nearly $3 billion. A difference of estimating costs on 
certain dams and things of that kind is the reason for the difference in 
the figures, but they are of the same order of magnitude and reason- 
ably close. 

Mr. Erpant. Thank you. 

I think that we can let that chart stay at the end of the table for 
awhile. We may want to refer to that again. 

_Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, we have one additional representa- 
tive, Mr. Robert Short of the Portland General Electric Co., who has 
Just come into the room. 
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I think re we I should call individually upon these gentlemey 
They may have some short additional remarks to make. Then if there 
are any questions, we will all try to answer them. We are trying to be 
as rapid as possible in presenting our testimony. | 

Mr. Evins. You may proceed, and your witness may make such 
statements now as they care to make for the record. 

Mr. Erpant. I think that we will start on the end. Mr. K. M. Rob. 
inson, the president of the Washington Water Power Co., was unable 
to be here today, but Mr. Wegner is here representing him. Will you 
say what you have to say at this point, Mr. Wegner ? f 

Mr. Wrener. My name is A. H. Wegner. I am an employee of 
the Washington Water Power Co., at Spokane, Wash. I appear here 
as a representative of that company on the Pacific Northwest Utilities 
Conference Committee. 

Our company was one of those responsible for establishing, on a 
voluntary basis, integrated operations of the Northwest power pool, 
and we have been a member of the Pacific Northwest Utilities Con- 
ference Committee since its beginning in 1946. 

Each year since then we have appeared before committees of the 
Congress in support of the appropriations for the construction and 
operation of hydroelectric generation and transmission facilities by 
the Bonneville Power Administration and the Corps of Engineers. 
In common with the other non-Federal agencies of the Pacific North- 
west Utilities Conference Committee we appear here today to invite 
and recommend your approval of appropriations requested for Bonne- 
ville and civil functions of the Army. 

Engineering personnel of the utility agencies of the Pacific North- 
west charged with the responsibility of power supply agree that as 
the area continues to grow it will require substantial amounts of addi- 
tional generation in the period beginning in 1961 if all the load is to 
be carried in event of low stream flows. It is natural, therefore, that 
each of the generating agencies are aggressively initiating programs 
to expand power generating facilities as our company is doing. 

While in 1952-53 we constructed and placed in operation the 
200,000-kilowatt hydro plant at Cabinet Gorge on the Clark Fork 
River, we presently have an application before the Federal Power 
Commission for a license to construct a 400,000-kilowatt project, esti- 
mated to cost approximately $79,500,000, at Noxon Rapids site on that 
same river in western Montana. We hope to receive said license shortly 
so that work can begin this summer. 

Also, our company has been working on a program to implement the 
area’s power resources in the amount of naar 125,000 kilowatts by 
constructing transmission facilities to enable us to purchase from our 
neighbors in Canada some power that may be surplus to their needs. 

At the same time, we have associated with other utility companies 
in the Pacific Northwest Power Co.—a company formed for the pur- 
pose of constructing even larger hydro generating projects on the 
Snake and other rivers. ' 

Power from these additional projects, as well as power from pro)- 
ects constructed by other utility agencies will be available to the area 
through the operation of the Northwest power pool. 

These efforts of our company and those of other utility agencies 
are not expected to be sufficient to supply the needs of the Pacific 





he 


}¢ 





lemen, 
f there 


£ to be 


@ such 


. Rob- 
unable 
ill you 


yee of 
r here 
tilities 


, ona 
' pool, 
> Con- 


of the 
n and 
les by 
neers, 
Yorth- 
invite 
onne- 


‘orth- 
iat as 
addi- 
l is to 
, that 
rrams 


n the 
Fork 
ower 
, esti- 
1 that 
ortly 


it the 
ts by 
n our 
leeds. 
anies 
pur- 
1 the 


proj- 
area 


ncies 
acific 


397 


Northwest region 5 years hence, and it is for this reason that we appear 
here to concur in the statement of the Utilities Conference Committee 
that Mr. Erdahl has given you. May I conclude by saying that we 
join wholeheartedly in that statement. 

Mr. Erpanu. Thank you, Mr. Wegner. 

Next, I would like to call on Mr. Don McClung, vice president of the 
Pacific Power & Light Co., who will give a statement for that 
company. 

Mr. McCiune. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I appear here on 
behalf of the Pacific Power & Light Co., in support of the statement 
of the Pacific Northwest Utilities Conference Committee which Mr. 
Erdahl has read to you today. 

In company with other operating utilities we have reviewed the 
sonneville Power Administration request for funds for operation and 
maintenance and agree that the amounts requested are the minimum 
amounts necessary to provide good and reliable service and we urge 
their provision. 

With respect to the construction funds requested we have reviewed 
more particularly those items which are of particular interest to us 
and urge favorable consideration. In addition we respectfully call 
the committee’s attention to item 134, the Alvey-Reston transmission 
facility. Load growth in this Oregon coast area has been very rapid. 
A special load survey made earlier this year indicates an even more 
rapid growth than had been supposed at the time the Bonneville 
budget was prepared last fall. ee Pacific wrote a letter 
dated April 15, 1955, to the Bonneville Administrator bringing this 
matter to his attention and urging an earlier completion date for this 
facility. I have a copy of this letter which I would like to present to 
the committee. 

Mr. Evins. Without objection, it will be inserted in the record at 
this point. 

(The letter referred to is as follows:) 

Paciric Power & Licut Co., 
Portland, Oreg., April 15, 1955. 
Dr. WirttaM A. PEARL, 


Administrator, Bonneville Power Administration, 
Portland, Oreg. 

Dear Dr. Peart: Reference is made to our recent discussions relating to the 
power supply situation in the Coos Bay area. Because of indications of in- 
creased industrial activities, we recently made a special survey and find that 
consideration should be given to serving loads in addition to normal growth 
trends in the following categories in the Coos Bay-North Bend and Coquille 
Norway areas: 

PROBABLE LOAD ADDITIONS—KILOWATTS 


| a 
\Coos Bay| Coquille |Coos Bay} Coquille |Coos Bay} Coquille 
area | area | area | area area area 


Typ: of load 


| 1955 1956 1957 
; 
| 





Timber and associated industries. - - ---- ‘ 3, 975 1,000 
Other industries | ee atone : 
Commercial | § : + pha alii 125 
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POSSIBLE LOAD ADDITIONS—KILOWATTS 


Timber and associated industries... ....--|.---------]---------- 9, 300 2, 000 13, 500 2,00 
CPE BD 6 cccicacapovakteneasiees<]scaenhewan ton cegeapaniegs qual ten letras aeons aie oa aah 
Commercial . . .........----c-000-2--- 2202+] ~~ 2 onan] oe enna n- besn sewn |a8 oa sale ed} th es... phate. 
Debt SRN nS gga cto Ecsta 9,300! 2,000} 13,500 29 
Total for area, kilowatts....-....--- i apr 6 125 
piles nse hepsi =the 


The addition of the probable loads to our forecast as submitted December 97. 
1954, indicates estimated peak loads for the 1956-57 and 1957-58 winter seasons 
of 52.8 and 56.1 megawatts respectively. Including those additional loads ingj. 
cated as possible results in estimated peak loads of 63.8 and 82.1 megawatts 
respectively. 

Indications are that the so-called normal load increases may be higher than 
was estimated. Thus, we are faced with an extremely critical situation requir. 
ing relief at the earliest possible moment by completion of the Alvey-Restop. 
McKinley 230-kilovolt line. Although it is needed now, it is recognized that it 
will not be possible to complete construction this year. However, it should be 
possible to complete Reston-McKinley section by October 1956, as was discussed 
with you yesterday, and to complete the Alvey-Reston line for 115-kilovolt 
operation in October 1956, with 230-kilovolt operation by fall of 1957. 

Obviously the funds in the total amount necessary to complete the Alvey- 
Reston-McKinley line for operation at 230 kilovolts should be obtained this year, 

Very truly yours, 
E. Ropert De Luccra, 
Vice President and Chief Engineer, 


Mr. McCiune. The Tillamook transmission line, item 325, is also 
most urgently needed, and on April 15, 1955, we wrote to the Admin- 
istrator advising that the power-supply situation is extremely critical 
in the Tillamook, Oreg., area and pointing out that recent transmis. 
sion-line outages have resulted in serious interruptions to service. | 
have a copy of this letter for the committee. 

Mr. Evins. The letter will be inserted in the record at this point. 

(The letter referred to is as follows:) 


PaciIFIC Power & Licut Co., 
Portland 4, Oreg., April 15, 1955. 
Dr. WILLIAM A. PEARL, 
Administrator, Bonneville Power Administration, 
Portland 8, Oreg. 

DEAR Dr. PEARL: As you are aware, the power-supply situation in the Tilla- 
mook area has been and is extremely critical. Recent outages of the existing 
Bonneville Power Administration line have resulted in serious interruptions to 
service. The capacity of the existing transmission line together with local 
generation in the Tillamook area will be unable to meet the December 1955 load. 
In view of this situation we again urge that the Gales Creek-Tillamook trans- 
mission line be completed at the earliest possible date and in no event later 
than November 1, 1955. 

Very truly yours, 
E. Rospert pe Lvuccta, 
Vice President and Chief Engineer. 


Mr. McCune. It should be noted that the Alvey-Reston and Tilla- 
mook facilities are considered a part of the Bonneville grid and early 
completion is essential for the benefit of BPA customers in the Coos 
Bay and Tillamook Districts. 

We also urge favorable consideration of planning funds for such 
projects as John Day, Cougar, and Green Peter, each of which should 
be started in the very near future. Non-Federal funds are available 
to assist in the construction of these projects and legislation to author- 
ize such participation is pending before the Congress. 
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We have a tremendous job before us in the Pacific Northwest, as 
has already been pointed out. We have need for the help of every- 
one, and everyone who is willing and able to contribute to the solution 
of our regional power problem should be permitted and encouraged 
to goto work. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. McClung. 

Mr. Erpanu. Mr. deLuccia, do you have anything to add to what 
you said 4 
“ Mr. pe Luccta. I have presented by chart. 

Mr. Ervanu. Next, I would like to call upon Mr. Dickson, manager 
of Public Utility District No. 1, of Wahkiakum County, Wash. 

Mr. Dickson. My name is John Dickson. I am manager of Public 
Utility District No. 1 of Wahkiakum County, State of Washington. 

I represent our utility on the Pacific Northwest Utilities Conference 
(Committee and I am here on the instructions of the board of com- 
missioners of our district with authorization to fully support the 
statement of the conference committee as presented here today. 

We wish to emphasize some of the points raised in the statement by 
Mr. Erdahl, chairman of the Northwest Utilities Conference Com- 
mittee as follows: 

1. Inasmuch as our minimum estimates indicate requirements for 
capital additions to the generating resources and transmission facili- 
ties of our region of $300 million annually, it appears to us that it is 
essential that the Federal Government should authorize the new start 
of a major Federal generating project, at an early date to supple- 
ment the investments being made or contemplated to be made by 
non-Federal agencies. 

2. That every effort should be made to expedite and encourage the 
development on a cooperative basis, of non-Federal plants so that we 
in the region can make our contribution toward meeting these mini- 
mum requirements. 

Mr. Erpann. Thank you, Mr. Dickson. 

Next, we will hear from Mr. Bob Jones, chairman of the city utili- 
ties committee of the city of Seattle and also a member of the Wash- 
ington State Power Commission. 

Mr. Jones. My name is Bob Jones. I am councilman of the city 
of Seattle and for more than 12 years I have been elected by my 
colleagues as chairman of the city utilities committee. Also I serve 
as 1 of the 5 members of the Washington State Power Commission. 

For the past 8 years I have come to Washington to testify as a 
member of the Pacific Northwest Utilities Conference Committee re- 
garding the power needs and power situation of our area; therefore, 
I again endorse the statement of that conference committee in its 
entirety, 

We in Seattle, like other electric utilities of the region, have spent 
large sums of money for expansion of electric facilities. For example, 
in the last 5 years we have spent $125 million for additions to our 
fast growing electric system and have added some 400,000 kilowatts 
of generation. At this time we have another $26 million construction 
program under way. 

These figures are given to show that we are doing our best to keep 
up with our needs but with all this we must still buy power from 
Bonneville, 
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The Washington State Power Commission also is doing everything 


in its power to meet the power situation in our area, At the present, 
that commission has under consideration the possible construction of 


steam generation to supplement Federal Government hydro and to 
put all the present hydrogenerated power to work. 

I urge that full appropriations be made so that those multiple. 
purpose projects under construction by the Corps of Engineers may 
go forward. I also urge favorable consideration of the budget re. 
quests for the operation and maintenance of the Bonneville Power 


Administration and that we have full cooperation from the Federal 
Government on those projects that the State power commission and 


other non-Federal utilities have under consideration. 

Mr. Erpvant. Thank you, Mr. Jones. 

Mr. Delzell, of the Portland General Electric Co., the chairman of 
the board, has not arrived yet. Mr. Short is here. Do you have some. 
thing to say, Mr. Short? 

Mr. SHort. I have no statement for the record. It will be filed 
later by Mr. Delzell. I can say that our company heartily endorses 
the statement made by the Utilities Conference Committee. I believe 
that that is all that I can say. 

Mr. Erpant. I wonder when Mr. Delzell gets here if his statement 
can be included in the record. 

Mr. Evins. It will be included in the record at this point. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF THOMAS W. DELZELL, CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD, PORTLAND GENERAI 
Etectric Co., PORTLAND OREG., RELATIVE TO APPROPRIATIONS FOR BONNEVILLE 
POWER ADMINISTRATION AND CIVIL FUNCTIONS, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, May 
6, 1955 


In behalf of Portland General Electric Co., I appreciate this opportunity to 
make a supplemental statement to the committee, and regret my inability to 
arrive early enough yesterday to have done so orally. 

At the outset, let me reiterate that the management of our company supports 
fully the joint statement made yesterday by Mr. C. A. Erdahl, chairman, in 
behalf of the Pacific Northwest Utilities Conference Committee. It is our 
belief that it is vital that the several Federal multiple-purpose projects now 
under construction in the Pacific Northwest be kept on schedule. This com- 
ment goes also for the related transmission facilities as covered by the Bonneville 
Power Administration requests. Anything less than this would not only have 
bad effects upon the economy of the Pacific Northwest, but would also be false 
economy from the point of view of the United States. 

Portland General Electric Co. is the pioneer electric utility in the State of 
Oregon. It is an Oregon corporation, managed by Oregonians, and serves il 
excess of 220,000 customers, all residents of Oregon. As such, and in terms 
of evstomers, it is Oregon’s largest electric utility. It is owned by over 18,000 
shareholders of whom 77 percent reside in the Pacific Coast States. 

The management of this company has been a long-time supporter of Federal 
participation in resources development of the Pacific Northwest. The record 
will show that the company supported the construction of Bonneville Dam over 
20 years ago and that, subsequently, it was the first customer of the Bonneville 
Power Administration. Since the Pacific Northwest Utilities Conference Con- 
mittee was organized in 1946, we have been an active member and had bee! 
represented annually at hearings, such as this, before the committees of (on- 
gress. 

We take note of the facts that the Congress has been generous over the years 
with respect to appropriations for our multiple-purpose projects, most of whieh 
have to do with the generation of electric power, and that it has become i?- 
creasingly difficult to secure, what we might term adequate, appropriations over 
the past few years, primarily because of concern over the national debt situa- 
tion and the priority of other appropriations. This has been true regardless 
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of whether it was a Democratic or Republican administration. We also take note 
that while the Congress has been generous with its appropriations for our area, 
they have never been large enough to do the entire job, which, in my opinion, is 
neither surprising nor wrong. On the contrary, the local electric companies 
and municipal utilities have, throughout the years, spent in the aggregate many 
hundreds of millions of dollars in the construction of needed generating plans 
and related facilities. 

The area with which we are concerned is known as the western group of the 
Northwest power pool and, roughly, comprises the northerly half of Oregon, the 
State of Washington, and the northerly half, or Panhandle, of Iaaho. This is 
one of the fastest growing areas in the United States. Also, despite the fact that 
we probably have the highest per capita consumption of electric energy in the 
United States, and perhaps the lowest average rates, the use of electricity is grow- 
ing even more rapidly than the population. As you know, the use of electricity 
ends to double every 10 years or less. Looking ahead, therefore, at our future 
needs, we anticipate capital expenditures aggregating $3% billion in the ensuing 
10 years, or at an average annual rate of about $350 million. It has been and is 
the belief of our company that the job of raising this capital, and installing the 
necessary facilities, will require the combined efforts of the municipal utilities, the 
private electric companies, and the Federal Government, which are the three 
agencies now responsible for electric service in the area described. We antici- 
pate that the amounts under discussion may well be much larger than the Con- 
gress, in its wisdom, will decide is appropriate for Federal investment in the 
Pacifie Northwest. We further anticipate that the non-Federal agencies, whether 
they be public or private, can provide a large share of the funds needed, and 
must, to take care of the demands, 

In many cases, however, this will require the cooperation of the Federal Gov- 
ernment in respect to amendatory legislation which will permit such local 
interests to participate financially in the construction of various multiple-purpose 
projects authorized for Federal construction. In other cases, and to get on with 
the job, we will also need favorable action by the regulatory authorities with 
zespect to licenses. For illustration, this company, the Pacific Power & Light 
(o., and the Washington Water Power Co., which serve approximately 600,000 
customers, or virtually 24% million people, are prepared to proceed with projects 
estimated by the Government to cost almost $700 million, and which would gener- 
ate approximately 2,400,00 kilowatts; but, with respect to 2 of the projects, will 
require Federal Power Commission licenses, and with respect to 2 others, will 
require legislation by the Congress before we can financially participate in the 
construction of such projects alone or with the further cooperation of other 
private utilities or public agencies. 

In varying degrees, this same comment is true of several of the municipal 
utilities. In using this term municipal utilities, I mean not only municipalities, 
but people’s or public utility districts, or, in respect to the State of Washington, 
the State power commission. 

Over the years, the electric utilities serving the area in question have spoken 
with a remarkable degree of unanimity through the Pacific Northwest Utilities 
Conference Committee. This is true as of this date. From a recapitulation 
of the customers served, the electric companies and public agencies subscribing 
to the joint statement of yesterday, represent approximately 1 million customers 
out of something in excess of 1,300,000 total customers in the area under discus- 
sion. This is approximately 75 percent, and perhaps in excess thereof. I have 
no knowledge that a majority of the 300,000 customers would not subscribe 
to the statement of the conference committee of yesterday. However, I would 
be less than candid not to comment that there is a school of thought in the 
Pacific Northwest that the Federal Government is responsible for supplying 
the entire power requirements of the region which, on the basis of the needs, 
would imply Federal appropriations of $3% billion in the ensuing 10 years. This 
school of thought has some articulate spokesmen and I am inclined to believe 
that « number of the smaller public agencies go along with this philosophy. 
While we have no quarrel, as such, with these people on account of their views, 
the public and private agencies responsible for providing electric service to an 
overwhelming majority of the people in the area believe this is not a realistic 
approach. This we believe is true because the Federal Government never has 
Supplied the entire power requirements of the region and we do not believe 
that it will do so in the future. The end result of this philosophy, then, would 
he severe power shortages which will commence in the early 1960's. It is highly 
inportant, therefore, to keep the Federal plants now under construction on 
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schedule, although they in themselves will not avert this shortage, and jt jx 
imperative that many other projects be started as soon as possible by the nop. 
Federal agencies but with the full cooperation of the United States, where jt, 
interests are involved, with respect to flood control, navigation, or irrigation, 
and other general public benefits. 


Mr. Erpant. Thank you very much. 

Next is Mr. Tom Anderson, chairman of the Utility Board of 
Tacoma. Do you have anything that you would like to say at this 
point ? 

Mr. Anperson. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, the 
city of Tacoma is not shown as a signatory to this statement of the 
Northwest Utilities Conference Committee, but we are presenting , 
statement as a member of another group at a hearing we understand 
will be held tomorrow. 

However, we are in complete accord with the statement which has 
been presented here today by the conference committee. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Anderson. 

Mr. Erpany. We will now hear from Mr. Ward, manager-director 
of the Washington State Power Commission. 

Mr. Warp. I have a prepared statement that Iwould like to have in- 
cluded in the record. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF WASHINGTON STATE POWER COM MISSION 


The Washington State Power Commission was established by act of the State 
legislature in 1953, and provisions of the act were reconfirmed by the legislatur 
in 1955 as follows: 

“Section 18. It is the intent of this Act and this chapter that the commission 
shall represent the State of Washington and aid and assist the public utilities 
therein to the end that its water resources and other resources shall be properly 
developed for the best public interest insofar as they affect electric power * * *” 

The Pacific Northwest had experienced a period of power curtailment in the 
winter of 1952-53, just prior to the session of the legislature. The situation was 
one which had been anticipated for a number of years by utilities of the North- 
west. It was generally recognized even before this power shortage developed 
that some legal means was needed to permit the various public agencies of the 
State to undertake jointly some of the power projects still available for develop- 
ment, most of which were too large or too remote from the point of use to allow 
development by any single agency. Establishment of the commission and the 
provisions of the law make this possible. 

The development of the Columbia River by the Federal Government has been 
carried on for many years under a public-works program that was expanded 
because of national security needs for power supply and for military production 
in the area. 

The people of the Northwest are greatly obligated to the Congress for main- 
taining the large rate of appropriations for Northwest projects through the past 
years. 

The commission lends its full support to maintaining the construction program 
for which this session of Congress has been requested to make appropriation. 

Public and private agencies in the area have realized that the Northwest could 
not remain dependent on the Federal program of construction when such (e- 
pendence would require allocation of funds to the Northwest disproportionate t0 
the need for similar funds in other parts of the country, and have made large 
investments in power facilities on their own account. 

The Washington State Legislature recognized the need to serve all parts of the 
public in the State, and with due regard also for the needs of neighboring com- 
munities having mutual concern for future power supplies, established the con 
mission, giving it authority to deal with all parties involved in the electric indu 
try of the Northwest. 


The commission has only had about a year in which to make some contrib- 


tion toward meeting the power needs of the area. 
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The first step taken was to determine how serious the need would be in that 
future interim period between completion of projects presently scheduled and 
under construction by the Federal Government, and the bringing in of additional 
projects by the Government or by joint efforts of all parties. 

Briefly stated, if no new major hydropower projects are built in the area in the 
meantime, the power shortage may increase from a nominal 200,000 kilowatts in 
1961 to 1,200,000 kilowatts in 1963-64 in excess of all facilities which will then 
exist. The streamflow conditions which could produce such shortages occurred 
in 9 of the 25 years between 1925 and 1950. 

Events of the last decade, and the prospects of the decade ahead impress 
utility people of the area with the need to consider sources of power which will 
supplement the hydropower sources of the Columbia Basin. This has been em- 
phasized by the increasing difficulties which attend the planning, initiation, and 
completion of hydroprojects. 

The one supplemental source most prominently considered is that of steam- 
electric generation. Eventually, of course, as in the history of other parts of 
the country, dependence for additional power supply must be placed on this type 
of generation. In the immediate future, however, the combined use of major 
hydro resources and new steam-generated sources offers the best prospect for 
early solution to pressing power problems. The period required for design and 
construction of steam plants, which is relatively short as compared with the 
0-year period experienced with hydro developments, warrants consideration of 
steam plants under present circumstances. 

Combining steam and hydroenergy will require the use of the present Federal 
transmission system. Expanding the transmission network for general use to 
accomplish this and to meet the large demands of the future may require some 
uew legislation. When this problem is presented to Congress full cooperation 
in securing changes in law is anticipated. These changes will tend to reduce 
future needs for Federal appropriations and to increase the responsible part 
which local agencies may take in their area development. 

In the meantime, the Washington State Power Commission anticipates under- 
taking the construction of steam electric generating facilities so that all the 
kilowatt-hours of energy that can be produced from varying stream flows can 
be put to work with steam-generated energy which the area itself will provide. 

It is essential that the schedule of construction of Federal projects now under 
way be maintained while the details of greater joint undertakings in the area 
are worked out from both the legislative and a financial viewpoint. 

The John Day project is a case in point. No time should be lost in carrying 
out the engineering studies for which funds have been requested. Such studies 
ust be completed in any event before conclusions can be reached on joint 
efforts to finance the project. In addition, this project offers the greatest 
possible contribution to power supply in advance of providing extensive upstream 
storage reservoirs and also increases the amount of hydroenergy which can 
be supplemented if need be by steam generation. 

Mr. Warp. The commission, a State agency, was established by the 
1953 legislature, and the provisions of the law were reconfirmed by 
the recent legislature of 1955. 

We are not operating utility as the other utilities who have appeared 
here today are, although we have the authority to become one should 
such a situation become necessary. 

In the years since we have been actively engaged in studying the 
power situation, we have been giving particular attention to the 
need for steam generation, which might supplement the hydro of 
the area so as to cover any gap that might exist between the com- 
pletion of the Federal projects and projects of others in the area, or 
additional Federal projects. In other words, we think there is likely 
to be a period from 1961 to 1963-64 when there may be a very serious 
shortage pending the coming in of new hydrogeneration. In the mean- 
time, we would like to have some steam generation available to utilize 
such power as can be obtained from the Federal system due to varying 
stream flows and get the most out of the present Federal systems that 
can be gotten. 
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We support, of course, the request for appropriations made before 
the committee today, and we think also that it would be very desirable 
in making provision for the future regardless of how the project 
might be built, to have the study work of the John Day project gotten 
underway with the idea if some scheme is worked out later to finance 
that through the utilities of the area, then the Federal Government 
can promptly be reimbursed by those costs as a part of the project 
costs. 

We appreciate being heard today. This is the second time that | 
have appeared before you for the Washington State Power Comnis- 
sion, sitkourk I have appeared here many times before for the city 
of Tacoma light division, where I was superintendent. 

We hope that the committee will see fit to pass the appropriation 
so we will have a good chance to take on the load for ourselves in this 
interim period when we either assume the larger share of the area 
by the efforts of the local utilities, or the Federal Government reenters 
the picture actively with large projects. 

Mr. Ervaut. Thank you, Mr. Ward. 

Mr. Barline, do you have anything to say ? 

Mr. Barurne. I have nothing to add to what Mr, Anderson has said. 

Mr. Erpant. Mr. McKee, do you have anything to add? 

Mr. McKee. No. 

Mr. Erpaut. Gentlemen, those are the statements of our group. | 
just want to say how appreciative we are of your time. I sometimes 
wonder when we come back and try to present our story in a half 
hour’s time if we are doing the job of impressing upon you the seri- 
ousness of our situation. We want to repeat, or 1 want to repeat, that 
the people in our area have been very willing over the past several 
years, and able, I might say, to build some of these large projects and 
are willing to attempt to do them in the future, as has been indicated 
by the statement where non-Federal utilities in our area had put on 
the line 1 million kilowatts in the last 5 years. 

It takes additional money, of course, for transmission and distri- 
bution. 

What we would like to find, if possible, is where that level of appro- 
priations is that we might expect from the Federal Government, suc 
as that chart at the end of the table would indicate. If we can de- 
pend upon a certain level of appropriations from the Federal Gov- 
ernment bringing in so many kilowatts annually, then we will know 
where we stand. If we do not, we are working with a somewhat 
unknown quantity, and I know that is a big question, but we hope 
that you gentlemen will give us every consideration in attempting to 
solve the problem between us so that we can have adequate kilowatts 
for the area to meet the needs of the area that is growing rapidly, as 
are other areas throughout the United States. 

I am sure that that includes your area, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Erdahl. 

I would like to thank all those who have come here and are associ- 
ated with you for the statements that they have made. I personally 
have been impressed with the unanimity and accord with which you 
people from the Northwest come here and present your case annually 
to the Committee on Appropriations. 
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I understand that you have had a high degree of harmony and 
cooperation and unity between yourselves within the past several 
years. I commend you for that. 

* T have been impressed with your statement, and I feel that the com- 
mittee will want to ask some questions for additional detailed 
information. 

I merely want to thank you at this time, and I believe we will take a 
recess because of a vote on the floor at this time. 

Mr. Erdahl, when the committee recessed, we had heard your state- 
ment and other witnesses in support of the appropriation for the 
Bonneville Power Administration and the Corps of Engineers. 

To repeat, I will say that I have been impressed with the unanimity 
of opinion of you gentlemen and the cooperation which is existing 
in your area. Has it always been that way or when did this coopera- 
tion become so unanimous; how long have they been getting along 
in such a satisfactory manner / 

Mr. Erpanu. We have been coming before the Congress for this, 
I believe, is the 9th year; we started coming back in 1947 as a group 
of public and private utilities after a series of meetings with the 
Corps of Engineers of the area, the Bonneville Power Administration, 
and I think, year by year, we find ourselves more closely together 
on these problems that are of so much concern to the Pacific Northwest. 

Mr. Evins. You are to be commended for that cooperation. 

When the officials of the Bonneville Power Administration were 
before this committee, I asked them if their budget had been sub- 
mitted to you and approved by all of the interested parties in that 
area, and I believe they all testified that such was the case. 

Mr. Erpanu. That is correct. 

Mr. Evins. Some testimony was given here earlier that certain 
private moneys were available for building new hydroelectric gener- 
ating capacity, following the enactment of legislation which is pend- 
ing. How much would you say, approximately, in round figures, was 
available for this purpose in that area ? 3 

Mr. Erpan.. I might interject, with your permission, Mr. Chair- 
man, if you do not mind, that it is private and public money, not 
Federal. 

Mr. Evins. You refer to it as non-Federal ? 

Mr. Erpant. Yes; we refer to it as non-Federal. 

Mr. Evins. Could you tell us approximately, in round figures how 
much of public utility districts, and how much private money might 
be made available for this purpose / 

Mr. Erpauu. The amount of money that is available, in the report 
that I have from the individual utilities, both public and private, for 
the next 5 years, and in that fashion it runs to quite a staggering 
amount ; actually, it runs up to about $1.8 billion, the amount that the 
individual private and public utilities are willing to spend, to make 
this program work, This amount includes some projects that will be 
started, but not completed, within the 5 years. 

However, much of that would call for cooperative legislation ; that 
amount of money could not be spent unless the Federal Government 
enacts some cooperative legislation. 

Mr. Evtns. Do you have that in such shape that you could submit 
a statement on it for the record ? 
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Mr. Erpant. It is in rough shape, but if I might be permitted to 
turn it over to you tomorrow, I can doso. 

Mr. Evins. I wish you would just leave it with the clerk for inclusion 
in the record at this point. 

Mr. Erpanw. Yes. 

(The information requested follows :) 


Estimated construction expenditures for generation, transmission and 
distribution facilities 1955-60 


a Ce ge irr tin teak neni taste rie amiccnte ic tislebinss hie $400, 000 
Tne VIAeOIetOm enter TOW? G0.6Q 6-32 nie en ne ee 111, 272, 000 
CARE RAI 0) cg aon eee dese reee ep eet Eee atte 364, 525, 000 
CES OF TO io ie AL hE EE 24, 457, 000 


Puget Sound Utilities Council (city of Seattle, city of Takoma, 
Puget Sound Power & Light Co., Chelan County PUD, Sno- 


PRO NG vicki ne acd Ge cnr ert neg une cantina mn ener gate 670, 000, 000 
PUCINE POLeNWeM rowel Co. 26 oo) Sees et a ee 820, 000, 000 
Pertiand Genere) Miectric Oo... wee UL ede 142, 300, 000 
Pcie ew Gr Dit 0 iso ic ae ik deecetin s redd ccd ood nt 140, 776, 000 
CAOR DE OIE PMI ins Siete o~ kerteeetes nie omecien=aceced 3, 450, 000 
EPO I SE Oa ia en meine cng baat 618, 000 
Peers Comey ye 8 Ek 855, 000 
Washington State Power Commission____.._____.--.-___---_--__ 50, 000, 000 
Cooperating municipals, PUD’s and others, not otherwise in- 

OI sential cal ie i alg iad Ries ane pict aaa te itaateel 65, 000, 000 

ens et ee ce 8 he i a ed Ea ae EN 1, 893, 653, 000 


Mr. Evins. Now, from looking at your first chart here, under re- 
quirements not met, they will be greater from about 1959; which isa 
peak year. 

Mr. Erpanw. In 1958 and 1959, under minimum water year condi- 
tions, because of projects coming on the line between now and then, 
if they are kept on schedule, will meet everything except this amount 
of interruptible power in the minimum water year, which amounts to 
about—I think that figure is approximately 600,000 kilowatts of unin- 
terruptible pqwer. 

Mr. Evins. In view of the projected and declared needs for the 
future, we must have some legislation to implement the cooperative 
program or the Federal Government must go ahead on the building 
of hydropower, multipurpose projects in the area, to meet the need! 

Mr. Erpanu. I think you say it much better than I do. 

Mr. Evins. I believe I see the problem in your area, that either the 
Federal Government is going to have to go ahead to meet the demand 
for hydroelectric power in the area, or the planned cooperative pro 
grams must be implemented by legislation. Is that about correct! 

Mr. Erpant. I think that is correct. Might I suggest at this point 
that we found over the past 9 years that the level of appropriations 
that the Congress has been willing to provide for the area has not 
been sufficient to meet the load growth in the area, and that is why | 
mentioned the figure of the last 5 years of the non-Federal installations 
in the area, of about 1 million kilowatts, other than Federal installa- 
tions. Non-Federal installations include both public and private. 

We would like to hope that the Congress will provide a level of 
appropriations that they would be willing to maintain. 

Then we would like to have cooperative legislation to see that the 
balance was provided by some sort of an arrangement, some of which 
would be accomplished by construction strictly by public agencies, 
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and private agencies, but a big share of it would have to be from 
cooperative legislation by the Congress. 

Mr. Evins. In the absence of cooperative legislation, how much 
funds, annually, do you think need to be epproprater by the Con- 
gress to go ahead to give you the minimum needs f 
’ Mr. Erpant. You mean if the Congress were to put up all the 
money ¢ 

Mr. Evins. Yes, on that basis, 

Mr. Erpauu. Our figure is roughly, at this point, about $300 million 
annually. 

Mr. Evins. $300 million annually ? 

Mr. Erpauu. Yes; and by this chart you will see that by 1965, you 
will find that the amount of money necessary to meet the requirements 
js our area would be approximately $400 million annually. 

Mr. Evins. Now, let me see if I interpret this chart correctly ; the 
1956 blue represents hydroelectric power on multipurpose projects 
under way, and they are going to be declining year after year? 

Mr. Erpaut. This blue indicates, from 1956—I think that is correct, 
but just to be sure—— 

Mr. Evins. That is just for 1 year? 

Mr. Erpauu. 1956 is the requested amount by the Corps of Engi- 
neers, to allow the construction of the Federal projects to go forward 
as the Corps of Engineers has set them up under their schedule X. 

Mr. Evins. Now, let me see if I have that correct: If the Corps of 
Engineers’ requests are granted—this represents the fund require- 
ments; it does not represent the power situation ? 

Mr. Erpauu. Fund requirements, dollar requirements, that is cor- 
rect. I might say, Mr. Chairman, that also includes—and I wish 
Mr. deLuccia would watch this statement very carefully—that includes 
the Corps of Engineers and the Bonneville transmission lines. 

Mr. pe Luccta. That is correct. 

Mr. Evins. But the Federal Government’s participation is repre- 
sented by the blue; and the red is the funds? 

Mr. Erpant. The red is something that the Federal Government 
will have to tell us, we hope at an early time—is the level of appro- 
priation that they would set; the rest would have to be met by some 
cooperative legislation; on a partnership or cooperative approach. 

Mr. pe Luccra. The Federal Government has spoken now for the 
amount shown in blue. 

Mr. Evins. That is what I understand. 

Mr. Erpaut. They have spoken as far as the 

Mr. Evins. As the recommendation is concerned ? 

Mr. Erpanu. The recommendation. Of course, the Congress makes 
the final decision in that part of the program. 

Mr. pp Luccta. Yes. 

Mr. Evins. The direct appropriation is going to have to be sub- 
stantially increased over the years, to meet the demand or joint funds 
provided 2 

Mr. Erpanu. That is correct. 

_Mr. Evins. If the Corps of Engineers’ recommendations are car- 
ned out, as presently planned, they will be quite—well, inadequate is 
not the word—— 

Mr. Weener. They would have to pick it up here [indicating]. 

Mr. Evins. Yes. 
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Mr. Erpant. We did not want to leave the impression with yo, 
gentlemen that we were hoping that the Government would drop ty 
this level of appropriations [indicating]. We were hoping that th 
Federal Government would stay in this picture with us to the extent 
that they can and will, but that 1s the only figure that we could use, be. 
cause that is the only plans that are developed thus far. 

Mr. Evins. Do you have a chart which shows the hydroelectric 
power which will be generated following completion of the existing 
facilities under construction ? , 

Mr. peLuccra. We do not have such a chart, Mr. Chairman. Ther 
are about 7.5 million killowatts now operating in the area; about 35 
million killowatts will have been completed, in addition to the amount 
shown in blue, having been expended, and the figures necessary by 1965 
to meet the total will be about 14,500,000. So the difference betwee 
the addition of 7.5 million and the 3.5 million, and the total figure of 
14.5 million would represent the amount of kilowatts that must be 
provided, which are not now provided in terms of any funds. 

Mr. Evins. And will someone tell the committee for the record what 
is proposed by the conference—— 

Mr. Erpant. The Pacific Northwest Conferencee—— 

Mr. Evins. Yes, the Pacific Northwest Conference Committee in 
the way of supplying steam generation for your power facilities! 

Mr. Ervant. I might say, Mr. Chairman, that at the last meeting in 
Tacoma on April 26, we finally completed a task force, in cooperation 
with the Washington State Power Commission, which is a steam study 
group, and on that committee will be representatives of all of the 
public and private utilities in the western group area, the Washington 
State Power Commission, the Corps of Engineers, and the Bonneville 
Power Administration, and they are immediately going to start 1 
series of meetings and discussions to determine, not who will build 
steam, but where steam will fit into the area, to use up surplus power 
that might be available for firming up steam, as it would fit into the 
picture to possibly do a job that we are now depending upon for hydro. 

Mr. Evrns. You say that study is underway? 

Mr. Erpant. That is right. 

Mr. Evins. We have had some testimony before this committee 
earlier that on the west coast, in certain areas, there are no more de- 
sirable sites for large dams for hydroelectric power facilities. 

Now, what is your view with respect to that testimony ? 

Mr. Erpann. My suggestion, Mr. Chairman, because I want all of 
these men to feel that if there are any additional points that I have 
not covered, because we want the record to be as accurate as possible, 
is that this west side of the State of Washington primarily is a project 
being developed on the Cowlitz River by the city of Tacoma over 
here [indicating] and they are going forward with that project, and 
they have just recently called for bids and that will develop an est! 
mated 450,000 kilowatts. 

Then the Pacific Power & Light have some additional capacity that 
they are going to put in approximately in that area [indicating] that 
T have been telling you about. 

Mr. McCuoune. In Washington, there are about 250,000 kilowatts 
of capacity which we are investigating on the Lewis River. We have 
joined with some other utilities in the Northwest to investigate and 
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develop a stretch of the middle Snake River which will produce about 
, million kilowatts. 

We hope that legislation will be enacted which will permit us to 
join with other agencies in the construction of the John Day project 
by the corps, which will give us about 1,100,000 kilowatts; the Green 
Peter project in Oregon has enabling legislation pending; then there 
isanother project on the Clear Water River being actively considered 
by a group of utilities, including Pacific Co. 

‘So there is under consideration, and very active consideration, close 
to 3 million kilowatts. 

Mr. Erpanu. I might say, Mr. McClung. that the chairman re- 
quested information on this west slope first. What Mr. McClung has 
outlined are projects that border on the west slope and others to the 
east. 

Mr. McCiune. That is right. 

Mr. Erpanu. That is east of the Cascades. 

Mr. Evins. Now considering the membership of the Pacific North- 
west Utility Conference group, how well balanced is this committee, 
composed, we will say, of Federal and non-Federal power groups; 
how well balanced is the conference ? 

Mr. Erpanu. Let me ask a question at that point, Mr. Chairman. 
Are you speaking of the east group as against the west group pool? 

Mr. Evins. No; not at all. I think you have answered my ques- 
tions satisfactorily, to the extent that certain private utilities in the 
western section are developing, or are planning to develop, additional 
power in that area. 

Now, I turn to another subject and ask you, just for the record, to 
tell us how well balanced the Pacific Northwest Utilities Conference 
Committee is. I mean, how much private power is represented in the 
conference and how much public power is represented in the confer- 
ence ¢ 

Mr. Erpanu. The last sheet of our statement will indicate the indi- 
vidual. It will not indicate, however, the size 

Mr. Evins. That is what I am speaking of. 

Mr. Erpann. I will ask Mr. Delzel to answer that question. 

Mr. DetzeL. Mr. Chairman, of the present pool you referred to, 
7,000,000 kilowatts, slightly over that now, a little over 314 million 
kilowatts are represented by 

Mr. Evins (interposing). 314 million? 

Mr. Dexvzet. Yes. And slightly under 3 million kilowatts by sev- 
eral electric companies; approximately 1,200,000 by the several mu- 
nicipal agencies, particularly the old-line agencies, such as Seattle, 
l'acoma, and Eugene, Oreg., which have their own generating facili- 
tes, largely. 

Mr. Evins. Now, when the Chief Joseph and the other dams that 
ire proposed and underway are added to this group, how will the 
situation stack up at that time? 

Mr. Deuzex. At the present time there are approximately 3 million 
kilowatts of construction underway. 

Mr. Evrns. 3 million of construction underway ? 

Mr. Denzen. Yes; the greater part of which is represented by 
McNary Dam and Chief Joseph at this juncture. ; 


Mr. McCrune. And The Dalles is the third. 
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Mr. Deuzei. Yes; The Dalles. And of course, the other plants, for 
the figures I have referred to here, are the 4 or 5 private companies, 
what they have under consideration. 

Mr. Evins. Well, let us look at it for the time being for those under 
construction, and then we will add the planned. 

With those under construction, underway, how will that affect it, 
what will be the total situation, when these projects are completed: 
approximately what will be the situation ? | 

fr. Detze.. I would think by 1965, it would be about 50-50. 

Mr. Evins. But there is no— 

Mr. Deuzex. That is about 6 million of non-Federal and 6 million 
plus, or minus—— 

Mr. Evins. So there is no imbalance at the present time, or pro- 
jected, on your economy ? 

Mr. Deuzet. No; the only imbalance at the moment would be that 
there is more Federal construction underway than actual non-Federal 
underway. 


Mr. Evins. With the Federal underway weighted for time? 

Mr. Dewzeu. Yes. 

Mr. Evins. And what was constructed would still be—— 

Mr. Erpant (interposing). Mr. Chairman, I wonder if I might 
make this suggestion because we want this to be as absolutely accurate 
as possible. We have the city of Tacoma coming in with a project that 
is actually under construction; we have the Priest Rapids project go- 
ing forward by the Grant County PUD, not actually under con- 
struction, but there is preliminary engineering and they are spending 
a lot of money and I wonder if we might prepare a statement along 
that line including projects under construction and engineering being 
done, public and private, and match them up with the Federal and 
private under construction? 

Mr. Evins. Suppose you supply for the record, if you will, M:. 
Erdahl, a statement showing the present situation with respect to 
public power and private power in the conference; and secondly, what 
the situation will be when present construction is completed and not 
include in that at this time the plans, or if you include plans, put that 
in sperately, for the Federal and private plans, but the second one 
would be under construction. 

Mr. Erpant. Yes; included in that first group, you ask the ques 
tion for contemplated plans, is for the city of Rattle, and I think 
if we had a little time to put those figures together, they could be made 
more accurate. 

Mr. Evins. Very well. 

Mr. Jones. We have under construction uow, a $26 million pro- 
gram 





~ Mr. Evins. Under construction ? 


Mr. Jones. Yes; that will bring in about 140,000 kilowatts of energy 
in the next 3 years. 





| 


eed ee et yd dt et ot te os 





might 
ccurate 
act that 
ject go- 
er con- 
ending 
t along 


x being 
ral and 


Tl, Mr. 
pect to 


y, What 
nd not 
ut that 
nd one 


e qlles- 
think 
2 made 


n pro- 


energy 


411 


(The information requested follows :) 
NON-FEDERAL HYDROELECTRIC PROJECTS UNDER CONSTRUCTION 


eee 
Project Sponsor Capacity 

enn nceenceerensnlclar meme a ale eee 
Kilowatts 

Box Canyon.- | Pend Oreille Public Utility District _- dela 60, 000 

Skagit. ; | City of Seattle_--------- gen dahy aight ites 120, 000 

Cowlitz--.-- | City of Tacoma. - ane ; te 460, 000 

City of Centralia... Jit Jedsb dads dS os ok 5, 000 

| Portland General Electric Co eee ' 15, 000 


_ 


660, 000 





NON-FEDERAL PROJECTS FOR WHICH PRELIMINARY PERMITS HAVE BEEN ISSUED 
BY FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION, AND ON WHICH INVESTIGATIONS ARE IN 
PROGRESS 





Kilowatts 
Priest Rapids ! | Grant County Public Utility District___-............-.---- , 210, 000 
Rocky Reach !..-. | Chelan County Public U tility District -_.-- aaah 585, 000 
Mountain Sheep Pacific Northwest Power Co___......-.--------- 250, 000 
Pleasant Valley ra ee ae J 800, 000 
Breet BOs Siscd< ete cccsencedh Re A 240, 000 
Upper Baker | Puget Sound Power & Light Co__.. alain: 80, 000 
Pelton-Round Butte Portland General Electric Co- ae 350, 000 
Noxon Rapids.......--.=.-...- The Washington Water Power Co__-- =e ae 328, 000 
Upper Lewis-.-.--------------| Pacific Power & pat 9. SS ee ll daa 250, 000 
Beaver Marsh COUliy 08 TI eis dw ence Se : 30, 000 
Boundary... - | City of Seattle : ae ; 570, 000 


3, 693, 000 





PENDING LEGISLATIVE PROPOSALS FOR JOINT ENDEAVORS BY 
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT AND LOCAL UTILITIES 





| 
| Kilowatts 

John Day ? | Participation would be open to any applicant _--_-- 1, 105, 000 
Cougar 3__. | City of Eugene___- ; 39, 000 


Green Peter 3__- | Pacific Power & Light Co eh : 96, 000 
| 


| Projects involve Federal participation. 

? Readiness to finance entire power installation has been expressed by Portland General Electric, Pacific 
Power & Light, and Washington Water Power Cos. 

3 Sponsors listed have indicated intent to file for license if pending legislation is approved. 

Mr. Evins. There has been some indication to the committee that 
certain public power groups have pulled out from your conference. 
What is your statement with respect to that? If they have pulled 
out and are not associated with you at this time. Why are they out, 
in your judgment ? ¢ 

Mr. Erpaut. I do not think, Mr. Chairman, there is any question 
of any public power groups pulling out. Earlier you had a state- 
ment of Mr. Tom Anderson, chairman of the Public Utilities Board 
of Tacoma, that they are in full support of our statement; and from 
the city of Seattle, we have a representative, Mr. Bob Jones, which 
includes the public agencies that have been represented on the Utility 
Conference Committee. In fact, we have a larger representation of 
individual and public utilities here this year than we have ever had 
in previous years. 

Mr. Jensen. I am very well pleased again to see all of you folks 
back before this committee, and to take note of your continuing unity 
and cooperation in this great job that you have to do to furnish sufli- 
cient power to the great Northwest. It was not always thus. But 
as you all know, I have always been a great believer in the fact that 
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there is room for everyone and in the fact.that Mr. Rayburn, oy; 
beloved Speaker once said before this committee, many years ago, 
“There are some folks that think that the Federal Government show); 
own and control all of the power of America; there are some folks 
that think that private utilities should own and control all of the 
power of America.” And the Speaker said, “I do not belong to eithey 
school. I believe there should be a partnership arrangement wher 
all of the different groups should have their right to build power. 
plants and distribute power, and it certainly is going to take all of the 
money we can get from every source to produce and transmit sufficient 
power to carry on in this great electric age in a manner that will show 
the progress of America.” 

And I said, “Mr. Speaker, I belong to the same school.” 

And it was shortly after that that all of you folks of the Northwest, 
both in the Bonneville Power Administration and in the private 
utilities, municipalities, and the PUD’s formed this fine, closely knit 
committee known as the Northwest Power Pool, and since that time 
vou have been going along in a most commendable manner. The 
Congress has furnished the money for the projects, for Federal] proj- 
ects in that area, in about the full amount that you people requested 
it, and for which the Bonneville Power Administration has requested 
it, and I want to say again that I think it is a most commendable setup. 

I have just a few questions. 

What percentage of the farmers in your area are now served, are 
now receiving electric energy from any source, and it makes no dif- 
ference, in sufficient quantities, or the quantities that they desire; can 
you, tell us, the approximate percentage of the farmers who receive 
the power? 

Mr. Erpant. I cannot answer that. 

Mr. Weener. About 98 percent. In Oregon, it is 98.5 percent. 

Mr. Erpant. In Oregon, 98.5 percent. 

Mr. McCiune. And in Washington, it is equally as high or higher. 

Mr. Jensen. You think Washington is about the same? 

Mr. Wrener. I believe you will find the report of the REA Ad- 
ministrator indicates that farms are about 98 or 99 percent electrified 
in Oregon and Washington and, I think, in Idaho. 

Mr. JeNnsEN. That is a mighty fine record, and I presume you are 
going to continue to try to make it as near 100 percent as possible. 

Now, is there any dissension among this Northwest Power Pool at 
this time; do you have any problems that you have not been able to 
resolve up to this time? 

Mr. Erpaut. I think the problem that was to be resolved, Mr. Jen- 
sen, is what part the Federal Government is going to play there in the 
future in the generating field and in the Northwest. Then once that 
is determined, I think between the public and the private utilities, 
individually, collectively, or collectively in cooperation, in many cases, 
with the Federal Government; there is no question but what our prob- 
lem is going to be solved if that approach is made. You see, some of 
these projects out there have been authorized by the Congress for 
several years. 

Mr. JENSEN. Yes. 

Mr. Erpant. And we have been before the Congress on many occa- 
sions asking for Federal starts, and some have been started but others 
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have not. Now, many of the utilities, both public and private, have 
;ndicated a desire to join in a cooperative program to see that those 
rojects are built so that we can have the kilowatts for the area for the 
need of continuing power in our area. 

Mr. JeNsEN. I know there are some controversial things in your 
area. 1 want to ask you this question, and I think Mr. Wegner, pos- 
sibly. can answer it. 

[ will direct my question to you. 

Mr. Weener. Yes. 

Mr. JENSEN. In connection with the plans for future power supply 
inthe region, the testimony was given to the effect that the Clearwater 
River, ruling out Libby and Canadian storage, for the present, offers 
the best possibility of the region for storage projects for power, and 
which, at the present time, will have greater flood-control effect on the 
lower Snake and Columbia Rivers, very much greater, than the High 
Hells Canyon in this respect. 

Would you care to comment on that testimony, or what part local 
interests are prepared to take in the development of Clearwater. 

Mr. Weener. If I understand all of your question, Mr. Jensen, I 
think I might comment on it this way: The question resolves itself, 
does it not, on the effect a dam on the Clearwater River will have with 
respect to flood control in the lower reaches of the river ? 

Mr. JENSEN. Yes. 

Mr. Weaner. I might answer the question this way: I happened 
the other day to sit in for about 30 or 40 minutes on the Senate 
hearing regarding the high Hells Canyon Dam. Mr, Fernald, of the 
Corps of Engineers, of Portland, was testifying, and gave figures as 
to the runoff and peak flows on the Snake River, the Salmon River, 
and the Clearwater River, all of which contributes to flows on the 
lower Columbia. 

Mr. JENSEN. Yes. 

Mr. Weener. In the instance of the 1948 flood, which was the one 
that caused extreme damage, the figures for that year showed that 
the Clearwater River made the greater contribution of those three 
rivers to that flood. I do not recall the figures that are in that report, 
but that is the point that Mr. Fernald was making. 

Now, I may have answered the first part of your question. What 
was the other part ? 

Mr. JeENseN. I will just read the whole statement again: In con- 
nection with the plans for the future power supply of the region, 
testimony was given to the effect that the Clearwater River, ruling 
out Libby and Canadian storage for the present, offers the best pos- 
sibility in the region for storage projects, for power, which, at the 
same time, will have greater flood-control effect on the lower Snake 
and Columbia Rivers, very much greater than the high Hells Canyon 
Dam in this respect. Would you care to comment on that ? 

Mr. Wreener. I think I did answer as to the flood control. As to 
what possible plans there might be for the development of projects 
on the Clear Water River, mention has been made by Mr. McClung 
in his statement that four companies have formed the Pacific North- 
west Power Co. for the purpose of constructing certain large projects. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. 

_Mr. Wreener. They have a permit for the investigation of a pos- 
sible project at Bruces Eddy on the Clearwater River, which would 
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become a multipurpose project, and contribute to flood control, naviga. 
tion, and power generation. That project would produce about 290 009 
kilowatts, and would cost in the neighborhood of about $120 millioy 
total. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. 

Mr. Weener. It is under consideration. There are, however, yery 
serious problems for a private, taxpaying utility, or any other |oey] 
non-Federal utility—to construct such a project where the flood-contro| 
elements are such a substantial portion of the total cost, and not prop. 
erly chargeable against power. That is the problem, basically. 

Mr. JENSEN. I do not care particularly at this time to get into the 
Hells Canyon controversy. I have not taken any position on it at all 
to this date. Hearings have been held, as you know, in the Interio: 
and Insular Affairs Committee, the Legislative Committee, on it. 

Mr. Weener. Yes. 

Mr. JENSEN. But, as I told some of the folks in the Reclamation 
Bureau the other day, that I did not suppose that we had the time to 
read ‘all of those hearings and I said the only way we could find out 
or learn about it, or at least the best way we could learn about the 
controversy, whether or not high Hells Canyon Dam was the best way 
to handle the situation or not, or the way the power companies wanted 
to handle it, was to find out from the folks who are coming before 
this committee, the Army engineers or the Bureau of Reclamation 
engineers and what they thought about it. 

Mr. Evins. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. JensEN. There is plenty of time to put it in the record. 

Yes; I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. Evins. I gather from Mr. Wegner’s response, he pointed up the 
flood-control features and desirabilities of a low dam, but he did not 
state that a high dam would provide the purposes of the multiple- 
purpose power production hydroelectric power, irrigation, and all- 
purpose. 

Mr. Jensen. Well, that is on this river 

Mr. Weener. May I ask you a question, Mr. Jensen ? 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. 

Mr. Weener. Perhaps you misunderstood me. I was not comment- 
ing on the low dam. I thought Mr. Jensen asked what I could offer 
regarding a multipurpose power and flood-control project on the 
Clearwater. 

Mr. JENSEN. Well, I am not going to try to get you fellows involved 
in that controversy today, I can assure you; there are plenty of people 
involved in it now, and possibly some of you folks have already taken 
a position on it; and that is your business, and as time goes on, we wil! 
learn more about it. 

Mr. Ervant. I might suggest, Mr. Jensen, on that point for the 
clarification possibly of the committee, the chairman and the con- 
mittee, that that particular controversy on the Hells Canyon projet! 
involves the Federal Government and the Idaho Power Co. 

Mr. JensEeN. Yes. 

Mr. Ervann. The Idaho Power Co. being a member of what we call 
the east group of the Northwest power pool. 

Mr. JensEN. Yes. 

Mr. Erpanu. We are the west group. 
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Mr. JensEN. I knew that. So that is a little out of your territory. 

Mr. Erpanu. Of course, on that one, we feel the same way ; we hope 
somebody will get busy and build a project. 

Mr. JENSEN. Yes. 

Mr Erpanu. And get some kilowatts, which are really our main 
concern. 

Mr. Jensen. All of us want to get it done the right way. 

Mr. Erpanu. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. The best way. 

Mr. Erpanu. Yes. 

Mr. Evins. I will say to my colleague that the work that is being 
done in the Northwest area and in my section of Tennessee has re- 
sulted in great benefits to the farmers and to industry and to the ona 
ple generally by having low rates and low-cost power for the develop- 
ment of those great sections of our country. The further you get 
away from the Northwest area, the higher the rates go throughout the 
Nation; and the same situation prevails with respect to the Tennessee 
Valley area, the further east, and the further distance you go, the 
higher the rates are shown on the distribution charts. 

Mr. Jensen. Well, Mr. Chairman, as you know, there is only one 
Columbia River; there is no river in the world that can produce 
power like the Columbia River; and of course, there is no edie sec- 
tion of the country that has been favored quite the same way as you 
have in the Tennessee Valley area. 

Mr. Evins. My colleague often refers to that favored spot in the 
country. As a matter of fact, having seen the operations of the 
Columbia River, the McNary, the Chief Joseph, and all of these proj- 
ects, I am beginning to think that down in our area, we are quite 
small. 

Mr. JENSEN. I am afraid that you are going to remain “quite 
small” unless you take private industry and private money into 
your fold. 

Mr. Evins. I want to say to the gentleman that there has been 
fine cooperation on the part of private utilities and public utilities 
in that area, 

Mr. JENsEN. We have this between us most every day, folks. So 
do not think anything of it. 

There are no better friends in the world. 

Mr. Evrns. But the difficulty is that I have not been able to per- 
suade him or convince him. 

Mr. Jensen. No. Both of us have a mind of our own, and that is 
what America is, with the privilege to speak out your own mind and 
finally we all come together and work for the good of the cause. 

Mr. Ervanu. I wonder if I might suggest for the benefit of the 
gentleman from Tennessee that the city of Tacoma’s superintendent 
was one of the consulting engineers in Tennessee and used the benefit 
of his past experience from the city of Tacoma, and put in some of 
those same practices in your great area. 

Mr. Evins. I am sure the people are grateful and appreciative, and 
there is a community of interests, and, as I said earlier in the hearing, 
if I had not seen the gentleman and had his address identified as a 
Northwest area, located on the map, I would have taken his testimony 
as from the Tennessee Valley. 
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Mr. Jensen. He never misses a chance. 

How much money do you anticipate will have to be spent in the 
Pacific Northwest, in this power-pool area, in the next 10 years, say, 
in order to supply sufficient power to the people in that area? 

What do you anticipate will be needed because of the continual 
growth of population and industry in that area? 

Mr. Erpauu. About $3.5 billion. 

Mr. JeNsEN. For the power-pool area; for the next 10 years? 

Mr. Erpanut. Within 10 years. 

Mr. JENSEN. $3.5 billion ? 

Mr. Erpanw. $350 million a year. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Jensen, I believe he testified earlier that it would be 
about $350 million per year; each year, for either the Federal Goy- 
ernment to supply that amount of money, or under a cooperative 
arrangement. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. That $350 million a year is more than we appro- 
priate for the Bureau of Reclamation and that indicates, and I am 
sure that the Congress of the United States is not going to appro- 
priate that much money. I can see where it behooves all of the differ- 
ent prower producing and transmitting concerns to use their utmost 
energies and capabilities in helping supply this power, along with the 
Federal Government. 

Do you folks anticipate you can shoulder your fair share of this 
great responsibility, and get enough money; do you think utilities 
can furnish half of it? 

Mr. pve Luccta. Mr. Chairman, the annual letter of transmittal of 
the Bonneville Power Administration for the year 1954, I believe, 
points out that 41 applications before the Federal Power Commission 
represent a total of 8 million kilowatts for licenses and preliminary 
permits, are being requested. 

The amount of power shown in total for the next 10 years on that 
other side of the chart, not accounted for in blue, is about 3.5 million 
kilowatts. The indication is that both public and private feel they 
can get all the funds necessary to do the job, and certainly insofar as 
the private companies are concerned, the figures mentioned here by 
Mr. McClung indicate there can be raised something over $8 billion 
without any difficulty. 

Mr. JENSEN. Fine. 

Mr. Ervanu. May I suggest, however, that that is going to call for 
some cooperation on the part of the Federal Government before they 
will spend that money on it. 

Mr. Jensen. Well, I think you can depend on that. We have co 
operated pretty fully, have we not, up to date? 

Mr. Erpant. I am not complaining, Mr. Chairman. I just wanted 
to add that for some of those projects, they have been non-Federal pr'- 
vate projects, utilities in that area, and the money would be spent 
because they have projects on which to spend that sum of money, some 
of which are authorized by the Congress at the present time, and 
would have to be deauthorized and entered in the form of cooperative 
programs, with non-Federal agencies, if that were done. 

Could I put in the record at this point, Mr. Chairman, and Mr. 
Jensen, the answer that I had from Colonel Foot with regard to the 
multipurpose project for the Corps of Engineers, which indicates 
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that for multipurpose projects for the entire United States, the annual 
appropriation is $286 million 

Mr. JENSEN. $286 million. 

Mr. Erpany. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. You are going to have to have an awful lot of steam 
generation to firm up, or to peak up, this hydroelectric power, are you 
not ? 

Mr. Erpanv. I mentioned it, and I do not think you were in the 
room at the time, in answer to the chairman’s question, that we have 
a task force made up of all of the generating, public and private, 
utilities in the area, working with the Corps of Engineers and the 
Bonneville Power Administration, and the State power commission, 
to determine just what the answer is to that question you have just 
asked, Mr. Jensen. 

Mr. Jensen. All right. 

Mr. Jones. I might say, Mr. Chairman, that the power commission, 
of the State of Washington, has a number of engineers working on the 
steam energy situation, with other utility engineers and we hope that 
very soon we will be able to come up with the answer to that question. 

Mr. JENSEN. What do you use for steam generation? Do you use 
mostly oil? 

Mr. Jones, Oil. 

Mr. Erpaut. Mostly oil. 

Mr. Jensen. Any natural gas? 

Mr. Jonrs. Not as yet. 

Mr. Erpany. Some hog fuel, some hog fuel, but I think very little 
hog fuel. 

Mr. JENSEN. Well, bring me up to date. I never heard of hog fuel. 

Mr. Erpaut. Waste wood products. 

Mr. McCtune. Wood is crushed in a “hog,” Mr. Jensen. 

Mr. Erpauu. But a very small percentage of hog fuel is being used ; 
it is mostly oil. 

Mr. Dickson. Mr. Jensen, or Mr. Chairman, I believe you asked 
a question about the east-west division. This [indicating] is the 
western part of the State, which was referred to. It is lying here, 
and down in here [indicating]. There are a lot of these kilowatts 
that they are trying to develop in that area, and if we are stopped 
from developing them, we are going to be in the hole someplace, some- 
where else. There is a big diversity in hydrology between this area 
and the west coast area Findi ‘ating |. However, in the west coast 
chain, and the further west you go, the more the characteristics of 
streamflow depend upon rainfall. But it occurs at a time when the 
Columbia River water is low, and the development of these west 
coast streams fit very well into the overall picture; and, to a certain 
extent, take the place of steam generation. 

Mr. Jensen. Is it not a fact that right now there will be some 
of your valuable hydroelectric power lost because of the fact that 
you do not have enough steam generation to keep the peak up, and a 
constant flow of firm power. Are you not losing some of the value of 
your hydroelectric generation ? 

Mr. Erpaun. Mr. Jensen, could I call on Mr. Ward who has made 
the preliminary studies, and who is managing director of the Washing- 
ton State Power Commission, on that point ? 

Mr. Jensen. Yes. 
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Mr. Warp. You have a shortage shown here on this chart of 
something over 1.5 million kilowatts of power. When the installa. 
tions that are being built are completed, they will have provided, 
or will be able to provide, some power, for a part of the time, to take 
care of that load. The ar of it has to be supplied by steam, 
That is the problem we are studying now. 

You asked a few moments ago how much steam power would he 
required, and the amount is pretty easy to determine; the total amount 
required in 1963-64, unless some new hydroelectric projects are built, 
would be approximately 2 million kilowatts. 

Some of the load could be dropped, because it is an interruptable 
load, maybe 400,000 kilowatts, and about 400,000 kilowatts of steam 
in the area, so that the remainder of that that would be needed would 
be about 1,200,000 kilowatts of steam. 

The question we are concerned with is not the amount which is 
needed, but how can we demonstrate the feasibility of financing it 
and making it available with hydroelectric power that will be 
economical ? 

Mr. Jensen. And that study is going on now ? 

Mr. Warp. That study is going on now. 

Mr. Evins. Then to summarize, the study is underway of the steam 
needs for the hydro that is not supplied presently; and, secondly, 
approximately $350 million each year is going to be needed, projected 
over the next 10 years, and this fund will either have to be supplied 
by appropriations from the Federal Government or legislation enacted, 
which is pending, to bring about a cooperative arrangement or some 
sort of partnership situation in this area. 

If that legislation is not enacted, it is the testimony of you gentle- 
men, on which most of you, or all of you are in agreement, that to 
meet the peak loads, and demands of the growing area, approximately 
$350 million appropriation each year will be needed. 

Mr. Erpanu. Mr, Chairman, I might suggest that it is about $350 
million a year—about—300 million a year initially and you can see 
from the chart that it goes up to about $400 million by 1964. It grows 
annually, year by year and for the 10 years will average about $350 
million annually. 

Mr. JENSEN. Yes. 

Mr. Wrener. May I state, Mr. Chairman, we urge that the appro- 
priation this year be made adequate to keep the Federal projects on 
schedule at McNary, Chief Joseph and The Dalles, planning for John 
Day and that adequate appropriations be made for Bonneville. 

Mr. Evins. I understand that all of you gentlemen are in favor of 
the proposed appropriations? 

Mr. Erpanw. Yes. 

Mr. Evins. And that all of you are in agreement on that? 

Mr. Erpant. Yes. 

Mr. Evins. And you have also been taking a look into the future! 

Mr. Ervant. Yes. 

Mr. Evins. If there is nothing further, we thank you very much, 
gentlemen. 


Mr. Erpanu. Thank you. 





woul 
M 
M 
of Ri 


unit. 


rema 

Mi 
hour 

Mi 
conti 
nego 
on M 
dent 
do is 

So 
and t 
prop 
think 

Ih 
of th 
the ¢ 
Bonn 
and t 
mills 
Iam 
highe 
syste: 

Th 
start 
contr 
cheay 

[tl 

Mr 
ment. 
a par 


Trurspay, May 5, 1955. 
Cotumpra Bastn anp Roza Division or YAKIMA Progecr 


WITNESSES 


HON. HAL HOLMES, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF WASHINGTON 

ROSS MORRIS, REPRESENTING THE LANDOWNERS OF THE ROZA 
UNIT, YAKIMA PROJECT 


Mr. Evins. The committee will now hear Congressman Holmes and 
the witnesses he wishes to present. 

Mr. Hotmes. Just one witness today, Mr. Chairman, and then | 
would like to make a short statement, if I may. 

Mr. Evins. We will be glad to hear you again, Congressman Holmes. 

Mr. Hotmers. May I introduce to you Mr. Ross Morris, secretary 
of Roza Irrigation District, representing the landowners on the Roza 
unit, Yakima project. 

Mr. Evins. You may proceed, Mr. Morris. 

Mr. Morris. Mr. Chairman, I propose, if it is proper, to make my 
remarks very brief. 

Mr. Evins. It is not only proper but very appropriate at this late 
hour. 

Mr. Morris. Our problem is that we have an amendatory repayment 
contract dated August 4, 1954, which is the result of several years of 
negotiations. The election which was held by the landowners was held 
on May 29, 1953. Congress has approved this contract. The Presi- 
dent has signed it. We are operating under it, and all we have left to 
do is the construction of a powerplant. 

Some $3 million of credits have been extended to the landowners 
and that $3 million is to be recovered from the sale of power from this 
proposed plant, which is more or less a Government situation, I 
think, but the landowners do come in from this view. 

I have a statement here which was prepared by the power division 
of the Boise office of the Bureau of Reclamation which discloses that 
the cost to the landowners for power which was purchased from the 
Bonneville Power Administration for the season 1954 was 3.37 mills, 
and the cost of the power from the proposed plant is estimated at 2.75 
mills. That is the thing that interests our landowners there, of which 
ITamone. We are apprehensive that the Bonneville rate may go still 
higher because of the higher unit cost of the new dams in the power 
system that Bonneville has. 

Therefore, we are requesting that an appropriation be made for a 
start on this plant in conformity with the changes that are set out in the 
contract, from the selfish viewpoint that we will be able to get power 
ch aper from this proposed plant than we are now able to get it. 

I think that is the crux of the whole thing. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Morris. We appreciate your state- 
ment. The prepared material which you have submitted will be made 
a part of the record. 


ee 
. 
2 
= 
< 


ewssarse 824art 





“ee 


+ eEeees terre ete 


420 


(The material referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT BY Ross MORRIS, AS REPRESENTATIVE OF THE LANDOWNERS QN THE 
Roza Unit, YAKIMA PrOJEcT, BuREAU OF RECLAMATION 


1. A Bureau of Reclamation engineering report, issued in 1932, outlined the 
construction plan for the Roza project, and provided for a main gravity cana) 
with selected pumping areas above the main canal and provided for a powerplant 
to produce the pumping power. 

2. A repayment contract between the Government and the landowners was 
entered into in December 1935. This contract provided for a power source and 
contemplated a powerplant and power canal. 

3. An amendatory repayment contract, dated August 4, 1954, provides for the 
construction of a Roza powerplant (10,000 kilowatts), and extends discounts ip 
the amount of $3,023,818 to the landowners. The only way this investment cap 
be recovered by the Government is through the sale of power from this proposed 
powerplant. (See pp. 4 and 5 of contract.) 

4. This contract of 1954 provides that the pumping power required for the 

project shall be reserved for and sold to the landowners. The surplus power, 
over and above the pumping requirements, is to be marketed by the Government 
through BPA. Power to lift water to the 27,000 acres, which are being irrigated 
by pumping, is presently being purchased from Bonneville Power Administration 
at a cost to the farmers for the year 1954, according to the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion, of 3.57 mills. The Bureau of Reclamation estimates that the cost of pump- 
ing power from the proposed plant would be 2.75 mills. (This would represent 
a saving of 22 percent to the landowners. ) 
5. The Government already has an investment of some $3 million in the power 
canal and other features connected with power. The work remaining to be done 
is the construction of a penstock, some 1,500 feet in length, and the construction 
of the powerplant. The tailrace and all other facilities are completed, including 
the purchase of the land to be occupied. 

6. The power water will be returned to the Yakima River and used for irriga- 
tion on projects located a few miles below the power site. 

7. We are told that the Bureau of Reclamation can advantageously spend an 
initial allocation of $400,000 to construct the proposed plant. 

8. The landowners of the Roza project respectfully request your consideration 
in this matter and urge that a proper allocation of funds be made for the con: 
struction of the proposed Roza powerplant. 


ROZA 


Water users’ construction charges to be repaid from power revenues: 
Lines and substations $894, 160 
Canal enlargement 1, 000, 000 
Subsidy 1, 137, 818 
13, 081, 978 


1These amounts will not be recovered by the United States under terms of the Roza 
Irrigation District repayment contract unless the Roza powerplant is built. 


Water users power bills 








Present 
conditions 


With Roza 





Cost of power 1 $75, 008 2 $67, 145 
Operation and maintenance and replacement, fiaed and substations......-- 0 24, 750 
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12.75 mills per kilowatt-hour applied to estimated calendar year 1954 usage at pumping plants 
(29,328,801 times 0.93). 
2 Actual bill for calendar year 1954 usage. 





Mr. 
tlon ¢ 
was t! 
conne 
enter’ 
pay t 

Mr 

Mr. 
ose 4 

Mr 
portic 

Mr 
is no 
effect 

Mr 
could 
futur 
be do 

Mr 
will | 
that ¢ 

Mr 

Mr 
neces! 
job? 

Mr 
tract 

Mr 

Mr 

Mr 
be ust 

Mi 
powe 
will ¢ 

Mr 

Mr 

Me 
of th 
itself 
chan; 
chan, 

Mi 
mitte 

Mi 

Mi 
terio: 
1956, 
in the 


(T 


Total 
Total 


THE 


the 
Anal 
lant 


was 
and 


the 
S$ in 
can 
sed 


the 
wer, 
nent 
ated 
tion 
ma- 
mp- 
sent 


wer 
lone 
tion 
ling 
‘iga- 
| an 


tion 


421 


Mr. Evins. I might state that earlier testimony brought to the atten- 
tion of the committee that the Roza project was complete and that it 
was the intjal plan and purpose to build a hydroelectric powerplant in 
connection with the dam. As I understand, a contract has been 
entered into with the water users anticipating that the power will help 
ay the load. 

Mr. Morris. That is right. 

Mr. Evins. And that over $1 million has been spent for this pur- 
ose 

Mr. Morris. About $3 million. I have checked here the pertinent 
portions of this contract. 

Mr. Evins. Since the contract has been entered into, if the power 
is not provided as originally intended, what will be the ultimate 
effect ¢ 

Mr. Morris. I think there is a statutory provision that this contract 
could not specify when the plant would be constructed to bind some 
future Congress, but it is all clearly specified in detail as to what will 
be done and how every detail will be handled. 

Mr. Evins. In other words, the contract anticipates the power unit 
will be installed to help pay the load, and there is an implied contract 
that a power unit will be installed at this dam ? 

Mr. Morris. The power canal and irrigation canal are the same. 

Mr. Evins. Could you tell the committee how much money will be 
necessary to install the hydroelectric power facilities and complete the 
job? 
~ Mr. Morris. I have no technical knowledge of that, but this con- 
tract states, I believe, $2.7 million. 

Mr. Evins. About $2.7 million ? 

Mr. Morris. Yes. 

Mr. Evins. And the power is needed in the area and could well 
be used @ 

Mr. Morris. There is a power shortage in the Northwest and the 
power that is not reserved for pumping, which is a summer operation, 
will go back on the Bonneville lines. 

Mr. Evins. The public would be benefited and the water users also? 

Mr. Morris. Yes. 

May I make one suggestion here. This [indicating] is a copy 
of the contract the landowners voted on. The actual current contract 
itself is at slight variance in language in a few places, but nothing 
changes the sense of the contract. Some lawyers made some little 
changes. No additional vote was necessary. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Morris. You have supplied the com- 
mittee what in your estimate would be the ultimate cost ? 

Mr. Morris. Yes. 

Mr. Evins. The Bureau of Reclamation, Department of the In- 
terior, has estimated $400,000 could be used effectively in fiscal year 
1956, and this statement prepared by the Department will be placed 
inthe record at this point. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


Yakima project, Roza division—Roza powerplant 


CORR i i cr EL $2, 913, 000 
Total amount that could be used effectively in fiscal year 1956 400, 000 
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Mr. Jensen. Mr. Morris, you have been before our committee be. 
fore, have you not? 

Mr. Morris. A good many years ago. 

Mr. Jensen. I remember you very well and I am glad to see yoy 
again. 

When was the estimate on the cost of the powerplant made, do 
you remember ? 

Mr. Morris. The estimate that is in the contract would have been 
made in the summer of 1953. 

Mr. Jensen. 1953. That is the estimate that is in the contract 
now ? 

Mr. Morris. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. $2.7 million? 

Mr. Morris. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. Did the Bureau of Reclamation officials give you an 
estimate ? 

Mr. Hotmes. $2,913,000 was their estimate. 

Mr. Jensen. My only question is this: I am going to tell you frankly 
that it is impossible to build a hydroelectric powerplant and produce 
power except on the Columbia River, and they say it is getting im- 
possible on the Columbia River, and sell power for 2.75 mills. Any 
engineer will tell you just that. I do not care who he is, whether he 
is a Bonneville engineer or a private engineer. They will all tell you 
that. 

Now, the thing I want to ask is this: I do not want to be unfair about 
this thing at all. You have a great project out there, there is no 
question about it, and I was very happy to assist in appropriating the 
money necessary to complete your project. You have a project there 
where the water users will have no trouble paying off according to the 
contract you have made, because you can raise anything on that land 
if you get water on it. Mr. Holmes and I drove along the Roza River 
and on one side of the road was sagebrush, and the other side, which 
had looked exactly like the side with the sagebrush the year before. 
had fine crops of potatoes and other things growing just a year after- 
ward right across the road. So I decided I would quit worrying about 
Roza. Just by putting water and land together you people are doing 
fine. Of course I have been a great advocate of irrigation projects 
on land of that kind, 

Now, will the water users agree to repay the cost of this powerplant! 

Mr. Morris. The terms are spelled out very carefully in that con- 
tract. Yes, we have to pay I think perhaps a higher rate until the 
powerplant has paid itself out, then we get a reduced rate after that. 

Mr. Jensen. You probably will have to pay 6 or 7 mills for a good 
many years. Do you not think so? It would not worry you to do 
that, would it ? 

Mr. Morris. Well, our farmers are no different than others. Money 
is scarce there, too. 

Mr. Jensen. It is, on the Roza project? Well, all right. How 
much is nonreimbursable on the Roza project. what percentage? 

Mr. Morris. The amount is a little over $3 million. 

Mr. Jensen. And its overall cost is how much ? 

Mr. Morris. We are to pay $19.5 million. This $3 million was 
already taken off which brings it down to $19.5 million. 
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Mr. JENSEN. The water users are paying $19.5 million ? 

Mr. Morris. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. So you have $19.5 million reimbursable and possibly 
$3 million nonreimbursable ? 

Mr. Morris. Yes; charged to the powerplant. 

Mr. JeNsEN. Charged to the powerplant ? 

Mr. Morris. Yes. There is a lot of commercial power there and we 
will be jointly involved there. 

Mr. JENSEN. Your revenues outside of your Roza project, you antic- 
ipate, will amount to $3 million ? 

Mr. Morris. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. In that event your whole project is reimbursable. 

Mr. Hotmes. That is right, because we will pay off the powerplant. 

Mr. Jensen. Over how many years? What is the term of years on 
this project ? 

Mr. Morrts. Approximately 65 years. 

Mr. Hotmes. Between 63 and 65 years. 

Mr. Jensen. The justification ame the project to be fully reim- 
bursable. Mr. Chairman, I wanted to develop that. 

Mr. Evins. I think it is proper that it be developed. 

Mr. Morris. There is one point I did not bring out so clearly. The 
water in the canal is up this side of the hill; the land for the plant is 
already purchased; the tailrace to the river is in. The money has 
been spent for the tailrace and the power canal capacity and the trans- 
mission line, and the only missing link is just the powerplant itself 
with the pipeline to it. 

Mr. Evins. The farmers will pay for the power and from the pro- 
ceeds of the sale of the power the project will be liquidated ? 

Mr. Morris. Yes. Our point is we would like to get the plant started 
because that way we will get power cheaper. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Evrns. Congressman Holmes. 

Mr. Hotmes. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, the 
budget request for the Columbia Basin is $12,500,000 to finance the 
liscal year 1956 construction program on that famous project. These 
funds will be expended for the continuing of construction of irrigation 
facilities. During the fiscal year 1956 facilities to serve an additional 
4,000 acres of new land will be completed. A major portion of the 
funds will be used for contracts for the extension of laterals and re- 
lated facilities in all three of the irrigation areas. I urgently request 
the committee to grant these funds as requested in the budget. It is 
important that the Columbia Basin project move along in its develop- 
ment program. 

The budget for the fiscal year 1956 includes $3 million for the con- 
tinuation of construction of the Kennewick division of the Yakima 
project. This committee is very familiar with all the details concern- 
ing this project, its history, the necessity for its development, and the 
reasons why it came into being. There are certain members sitting 
here on the committee that remember full well when this project was 
started and took a personal interest in it. I urgently request that the 
committee continue its construcion on schedule by granting the full $3 
million recommended and requested by the budget. First irrigation 
on this project is scheduled for late in the fiscal year, with facilities to 
serve some 6,700 acres being completed. 
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The budget for the fiscal year 1956 includes $75,000 for the Roz 
division of the Yakima project. These funds are to be used primarily 
on advancement of the division drainage system. Investigations of ; 
long-time plan will be active, and construction of minor drainage. 
facilities in areas requiring immediate relief is scheduled. In addi. 
tion a small amount of work will be done in revising the present ware. 
house to provide suitable space for the Roza Irrigation District, | 
urge the committee’s allowance of these funds. 

The Roza division was authorized on November 6, 1935, pursuant to 
the Fact Finders Act of December 5, 1924. Construction of this diyi. 
sion began in 1936. The authorized plan from the start included con. 
struction of a powerplant at a power drop on the main canal. The 
first 11 miles of this main canal has been constructed at a capacity of 
2,200 cubic feet per second which includes a capacity of 965 cubic feet 
per second specifically on the premise that the Roza powerplant of 
11,250 kilowatts would be constructed. 

The Roza division receives its water supply by means of pumping to 
levels above the main canal. The repayment plan for return of the 
construction cost to the Federal Government was based on the premise 
that this powerplant would be constructed so as to hold pumping cost 
for the Roza Irrigation District at an absolute minimum. 

The amendatory repayment contract which was approved by the 
Congress and executed on August 4, 1954, specifically provides that in 
the event the Roza powerplant should not be constructed that the dis- 
trict would not be obligated to repay the $1 million of main canal cost 
attributable to the 965 cubic feet per second of capacity built in that 
canal specifically for power production; $886,620 of transmission 
facilities which had in the project plan been earmarked for payment 
from power revenues; and $1,137,818 of project cost allocated to irri- 
gation but which had been expected to be paid from power revenues 
accruing from the Roza powerplant. Thus it is clear that if the Roza 
powerplant, the total estimated cost of which is $2,913,000, is not: con- 
structed in accordance with the basic authorization and approved plan 
for the Roza division, the Government will be foregoing the oppor- 
tunity of recovering $3,024,438. If, on the other hand, the powerplant 
is constructed, the Fede ‘al Government will recover the full construc- 
tion cost of the powerplant as well as the $3,024,438 of cost already 
incurred but assigned to power for repayment. 

In response to my specific inquiry, the Bureau of Reclamation has 
informed me that the Bureau and the Department of the Interior re- 
quested in its budget request to the Bureau of the Budget for fiscal 
year 1956 the amount of $386,000 to undertake construction of the 
Roza powerplant. With $386,000 to $400,000 the Bureau would be 
able to complete the design work, issue sepcifications, and award the 
prime construction contract as well as initial contracts, and make 
progress payments to furnish major equipment such as turbines, tur- 
bine governors, and generators. 

It seems to me that it would be good business for the Federal Gov- 
ernment to proceed now with dispatch to complete this project as 
originally planned and to make possible through the construction of 
this powerplant the return of $3,024,438 that would otherwise not be 
forthcoming. 
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It is my understanding that the operation and maintenance moneys 
necessary for the C olumbia Basin have been recommended at 
<3.401,000. These funds are required to meet the expenses incident to 
the operation of the project and are necessary to do so efficiently. 

For the fiscal year 1956 operation and maintenance program of the 
Yakima project, ‘there is recommended $447,000. These funds are re- 
quired to meet the expenses incident to the operation of that project. 

I am sure that the committee is aware of the wisdom of seeing to it 
that these operation and maintenance moneys are granted for such 
purposes. 

The Fourth Congressional District of Washington, which I have 
the honor of representing, is the southeast portion of the service area 
of Bonneville Power Administration, and the funds requested for that 
area amount to $2,441,000. The funds required by the Bonneville 
Power Administration for the fiscal year 1956 are for the m: jor grid 
transmission lines and secondary transmission facilities needed to 
meet the increased power requirements of utility and industrial custo- 
mers. I am very much interested that these moneys be provided for 
purposes of Bonneville Power Administration and their program in 
that area. 

It is my understanding that the budget recommendations for the 
Dalles Dam are $63,500,000. This dam is vitally necessary to be con- 
tinued on construction program to meet the power needs of the Pacific 
Northwest. I urgently request that the budget recommendation be 
granted. 

For McNary Dam there is a recommendation from the budget of 
S11 million. As this committee well knows, this dam is nearing com- 
pletion and should be finished off as rapidly as possible, and these 
moneys are required to do just that. 

While Chief Joseph Dam is not in my district, I strongly endorse 
the budget recommendation of $18 million. 

With the construction of the Dalles Dam there comes the necessity 
of dislocating some Indian lands and rights behind the dam. This 
will require immediate rehabilitation and replacement of these origi- 
nal settlers. It is my understanding that the dislocation of many ‘of 
these settlers will take place, ace ording to the construction schedule of 
the Dalles Dam, this coming summer. The impact of the construction 
of the Dalles Dam upon these Indians leaves an obligation on the part 
of the Government for their rehabilitation, which will require an im- 
medis ate appropriation of a minimum of $200,000. I understand that 
the Department of Interior has brought this matter to the attention 
of the committee, and I urgently request that such moneys be pro- 
vided for the rehabilitation and relocation of the affected persons, 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Holmes. I am tremendously impressed 
with your statement. 

I have a statement on this project submitted by Congressman Don 
Magnuson. Congressman Holmes represents the district in which this 
project, is located and Congressman Magnuson represents the State 
at large, as I understand it. Mr. Magnuson has sopken to me several 
times about this project and expressed his great interest in it. I would 
like his statement to be inserted in the record at tlfis point. 
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(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN DON MAGNUSON 


YAKIMA PROJECT, ROZA DIVISION, WASHINGTON 


Mr. Chairman, I am here this afternoon to call the attention of the committe 
to the fact that there is no provision in the budget request for construction of 
a powerplant at the Roza division of the Yakima project in the State of Washing. 
ton, which I represent as Congessman at large. 

I believe this is a serious omission, and I respectfully ask this committee ty 
add the funds necessary to construct the powerplant. 

The irrigation facilities for the Roza division are complete. The only item jp 
the budget is $75,000, $65,000 of which is to continue investigations and planning 
for a definite drainage plan on a projectwide basis, and the remaining $10,0m 
of which is for alterations to the present warehouse to provide office space for 
the Roza Irrigation District. Of course, I support this request. 

The powerplant always has been contemplated as an essential part of the 
project. It has been designed to utilize a 165-foot drop from the Roza main 
canal back to the Yakima River. Already there have been constructed, to pro. 
vide capacity for the future installation of the powerplant, a diversion dam, 109 
miles of main canal, wasteway No. 2 headworks structure, and a tailrace to the 
Yakima River. 

The proposed powerplant will provide 11,250 kilowatts of power. Two-thirds 
of this power will be used to operate the pumping plants of the project, and will 
replace power now being purchased from the Bonneville Power Administration 
for this purpose. Estimated saving in cost to the irrigation district is one-half 
amillion The balance of the power will be sold commercially. 

It is significant, Mr. Chairman, that the amendatory repayment contract with 
the Roza Irrigation District provides that over $3 million of the present cost of 
the project will be repaid from power revenues, in addition, of course, to the 
costs of the powerplant itself and the necessary transmission facilities. 

In other words, the repayment contract cannot be carried out, and the Gov- 
ernment will not be repaid this $3 million of money already expended, until the 
powerplant is installed. 

The Roza division without a powerplant is like the headless horseman—the 
thing will function, but it’s incomplete. 

I understand that the regional office of the Bureau of Reclamation requested 
funds for the powerplant, but the request was not included in the budget. 

It is estimated that the powerplant will cost $2,913,000. The Bureau has 
indicated that $386,000 is the amount which would be required in fiscal year 1956 
to initiate construction. 

I respectfully request, Mr. Chairman, that this amount be added to the 
appropriation for the Roza division. 


Mr. Evins. Thank you gentlemen. 


Frimay, May 6, 1955. 
SoutHEeRN San Joaquin Municirpat Utinrry District 
WITNESSES 


NORTHCUTT ELY, SPECIAL COUNSEL 
BURT GREEN, SECRETARY-MANAGER 
E. L. GLEICHNER, PRESIDENT 


Mr. Evrns. We will hear next Mr. Northcutt Ely and a group with 
respect to the San Joaquin Valley. 
I believe that you are going to entertain the committee with a show- 
ing of a film. 
r. Ery. We think the film will be more instructive than entertain- 


ing. 
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My name is Northcutt Ely. I am an attorney, with offices in the 
Tower Building, Washington, D. C. I am special counsel for the 
Southern San Joaquin Municipal Utility District, of Delano, Calif., 
located about 30 miles north of Bakersfield. 

The witnesses today will be Mr. E. L. Gleichner, the president of 
the board of directors of that district, and Mr. Burt Green, the gen- 


| eral manager. 


The problem that we are bringing to you is not at the moment a 


® request for money, but to report to you upon what has happened to 


the money you have already appropriated in the past. 

The motion picture will show a portion of the distribution system 
built by the Bureau of Reclamation which carries Central Valley 
water to the lands of our farmers. The first unit of this distribution 
system, and a part of the second unit, are in a totally unacceptable 
condition due to leaks. 

The Bureau of Reclamation has served notice upon the district, 
nevertheless, that it will be required to take over the operation, main- 
tenance and repair of this line, which you are about to see, effective as 
of May 2 of this week. 

We have had up with the Bureau of Reclamation and with Secre- 
tary Aandahl the necessity for replacing this bad line with a work- 
able line. We are hopeful that a solution will be reached shortly. 
It has to be reached soon so that the work can be done after the end 
of the present irrigation system. It may be that these negotiations 
will come to a head before the bill before you is finally enacted, and 
there consequently may be language offered on the Senate side. It 
is premature for us to attempt to offer language for the bill itself here 
today. But because the matter may come to a head after the bill has 
left your hands, we are taking the liberty of showing you the pictures 
so that if it comes back to your hands a month from now you will 
know about it. 

I will ask Mr. Green to explain the motion pictures. 

Mr. Green. My name is Burt Green and I am secretary-manager of 
the Southern San Joaquin Municipal Utility District. 

With your permission I would like to show to you these pictures 
that will show the condition of the lines constructed by the Bureau of 
Reclamation. 

This particular unit [showing picture] was completed in 1951. 

These pictures were taken in March 1955. I have a complete historical 
record by pictures, year by year, similar to this. 
In the early stages it was worse than this, though it is still very 
bad right now. It is so bad we do not feel we can live with it. This is 
all caused by leaks. You will notice the ground between the vines is 
dry. There is no irrigation water here at all. It is all caused by the 
leaks in the system. 

Our contract was signed March 13, 1948, for a distribution system 
with the Bureau of Reclamation, and they in turn let contracts for 
portions or units of this construction. We first used these lines in 
April 1951. We were unable to use them for the month of March and 
up to April 21 of that year because of the enormous number of leaks 
In = lines causing hazardous conditions for driving along county 
roads, 
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On April 21, 1951, we first ran water through these lines, and froy, 
that day on we have realized that this type of construction was not 
adequate for our purposes. 

During almost the entire period from that time until now we haye 
had a condition such as this every spring, lasting anywhere from 6 ty 
as much as 120 days or more. 

There are approximately 31 miles of mortar joint lines in this unit 
All the trouble developed in the mortar joint lines and we realize) 
early that something had to be done about that. 

As you can see in this movie, the stream of water coming from the 
leaks makes the road hazardous for driving. At the same time it be. 
comes almost impossible for the farmers to work their ground. 

These particular lines in this portion of the picture all serve the vine. 
yards. Those people require quite a bit of water and quite a bit of 
cultivation. Due to conditions such as they they are unable to work 
their ground. At times this water, as you can see, almost stops peopk 
from getting into their homes, causing mud conditions, and that is bad, 
as well as the hazard of driving. 

We notified the Bureau of Reclamation early in 1951 we thought 
something should be done about this; that another look at the construe. 
tion should be given because it was clearly evident that this would 
not serve our purpose. 

It finally came to the point where we asked for a public hearing with 
the water problem committee in California. This was held in April 
1952. 

At that meeting, many top level Bureau engineers gave us asst: 
ances that we would not be usked to accept this system in this condi- 
tion; in fact, they would not accept it themselves, and the contractor 
would be forced to make this a reasonably tight irrigation system. 
But during the spring of 1952 the condition continued, even after that 
public hearing, and many, many letters were written to Congressmen, 
Senators, and others in the Bureau of Reclamation about this condi- 
tion, with the hope some solution could be found. We were told by the 
Bureau of Reclamation that they were sure these lines would be aie- 
quate after constant repair. 

The movie shows you conditions in the fifth year of operation. Con- 
stant repair has not done what they said it would do, or hoped it would 
do. There have been around 5,000 leaks repaired in this portion o/ 
the system up to 1955. This portion of the system comprises less that 
one-third of the entire construction. we 

The 31 miles of mortar joint line is what we are having trouble with. 
In two-thirds of the line, where the rubber-gasket type was substituted 
for the mortar-joint line, we only had 58 active leaks as of March 2 
of this year, whereas in one-third of the system, having mortar Joints 
we had 323 active leaks as of March 28. 

These pictures here show surfaced roads through most; of this area. 
and there is quite a bit of travel upon them. On the surface the 
school buses have been traveling, we have been fearful, right from the 
beginning that a serious accident might occur which would involv 
the district, but there has been but one accident. A car overturned, bu 
fortunately no one was seriously injured. 

This portion here where you see a lot of water, just 1 large pond. 
but there may be as many as 20 leaks in that area. Not to over 
emphasize, we count that pond as just one leak. 
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Here is shown a field ready for planting. The water has run down 
several of the roads. We have backed up the dirt around the leaks and 
turned it into a ditch that the farmer built for us there to keep the 
water off the road. We had to turn that line off because other farmers 
in that area just could not operate. They could not work their farms at 
all and this farmer had to get in and dry up the land so he could work 
it. That happens quite often when these leaks become that bad. We 
have to shut that line down entirely. 

What makes this particularly bad with us is that prior to March 1 
of each year We must order the entire year’s supply of water from the 
Bureau of Reclamation and pay for it, and then if your lines are shut 
down for 30 days, which in some instances they have been, waiting 
for a repair crew, that is not one-twelfth, as you might think, of the 
water that the farmer could use, that could mean for that 1 month, 
March or April, as much as one-third of his whole year’s water. 

The provision of our contract is that if we cannot use the water we 
pay for it anyway, so the farmer will lose lose not only some money 
but the water. 

What makes it additionally bad is that the farmer has to pay a 
standby charge for his pump in order to produce his own water to 
irrigate, and in instances that runs $300 to $1,000 just for irrigation 
that we are unable to give him. 

This picture shows a dry spot, but it indicates a wide area where 
water has been, and holes have been dug preparatory to repair. We 
feel with conditions such as this it is not only the dollars and cents 
value represented by this construction—that is bad—but there is also 
the danger during the spring from these open holes, as well as the 
potential loss of money and water to the farmer, and the inconvenience 
of everyone having to live with a situation such as this. 

This picture shows the way a repair is made. They calked that joint 
with a lead wool and tried to dry it up entirely, and afterward they 
will band it with cement. 

As you can see here, in portions where these leaks are and the water 
is, children have been playing over these holes, and that is also very 
(angerous because in almost. all instances these lines run through areas 
of residences. In the district just to the north of us last fall a child 
iell into a hole similar to this one and drowned. 

We have tried to keep up with these excavations with barricades 
and lights, but it is almost impossible. The number of leaks will indi- 
cate to you the size of a repair crew that our district would have to 
have, 

The contractor, with all of his enormous facilities, cannot begin to 
keep up with this situation. He has never been able to yet, and he 
has had as many as 31 men on a repair crew, as well as upwards of 
5100,000 in equipment. If he cannot do it with his resources, I do 
hot see how our district can ever hope to cope with it. 

_ This picture here shows a more or less well-traveled roadway. It 
sright close to a town. 

_ This picture shows a field where the farmer is having difficulty ;:et- 
ting his crops planted. Water next to the roadway like this is always 
dangerous. The farmer cannot come out on the side to turn his equip- 
taent around. If he tries it he bogs down and he has call for help to 
get the equipment out of the mud. 
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The loss of water, while it might appear to be enormous from these 
pictures, is not an item of moment. We are very glad to assume any. 
thing like that if it is necessary. We do not think it is necessary. We 
are glad to assume. the financial loss in paying for the wasted water 
if it will help correct the situation. So far there has been absolutely 
nothing that anyone has been able to develop to correct it, year after 
year, after year, every spring. 

This picture shows a farm ready for planting. In this instance he 
is ready for irrigation. This isa grainfield and you will see this water 
has covered a great portion of the field. If that water stays there 
and there is no way to get it out—that portion of the field will be de. 
stroyed. This man has complained of this situation often. He com- 
plained 5 years ago. Four years ago he attended the public hearing 
at Delano about the condition of the line, and each year he comes into 
the office and threatens with a suit unless we do something about it. 

This picture shows the designation of a line, and the date the pic- 
tures were taken. 

This picture shows a new planting of alfalfa. That whole corner 
of the field will be destroyed. 

This picture shows a drainage of the water from both north and 
south into this sump, and the farmer reuses that for irrigation, but 
there is no water shown here that has been put in, other than the leak 
water from both the north and the south of his field. That shows 19 
inches of water in that sump. 

That concludes our moving pictures. 

Mr. Exy. May I introduce Mr. E. L. Gleichner, the president of the 
board of directors ? 

Mr. Grercuner. The pictures will speak for themselves. Mr. Green 
has given you a rundown on the history of the district through the last 
5 years. 

I am president of the district at the present time, a landowner and 
a farmer. I can certainly appreciate the plight that these farmers are 
in. Fortunately, my farm is located on some of the later construction 
and we have the rubber joint type adjacent to my land. 

We of the district feel we cannot live and work with those lines. 
We have attempted it for a period of 5 years now and we are making 
an effort to arrive at some permanent solution to this problem. We 
feel the replacement of these lines with a rubber gasket line similar to 
what we have in the other two-thirds of our laterals will do the job. 

When Mr. Green said we have approximately 31 miles of these lines, 
he was referring to the sublaterals. We have approximately 160 miles 
of pipe in our system, if I am correct, and I believe that is right. About 
100 miles are sublaterals, or smaller lines branching off from the large 
distributing lines. These sublaterals are the ones that we are having 
the trouble with. Our large lines are doing a wonderful job. They 
are all rubber gasket lines. 

As I stated before, the last two-thirds of our sublaterals are rubber 
gasket lines. We were eventually forced in our opinion to ask the 
Bureau to halt construction on these sublaterals and possibly make a 
change to something better because we could not see operating the 
system with lines as you have been shown in these pictures. 

Now, we are out for a solution. We think that replacing the lines 
which have caused trouble is the only solution to our problem. We are 
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here because we think possibly money might have to be appropriated 
eventually to correct the situation. We hope not, but that is our 
feeling. 

Mr. Evins. I think that I can speak for the other members of the 
committee when I say that it appears somebody has not done the job 
right. The job of this committee is to appropriate the money to the 
Bureau of Reclamation, and we have done that and are doing that 
annually. 

Whose responsibility was this—the Bureau of Reclamation, the dis- 
trict, the farmers, or the contractor? Where does the responsibility 
lie? That is what you should determine to solve the problem. The 
water is leaking. The water is wasting away in many instances, and 
sometimes water is being diverted onto a farmer’s land when he does 
not wish it. We have appropriated the money. You have the job 
of administration and carrying the job out. Whose responsibility is 
it to see that the contractors build the proper type of canals ¢ 

Mr. Exy. If I might respond to your question, on April 7 of this 
year the chief engineer of the Bureau of Reclamation in making a 
final settlement with the contractor made certain findings of fact. The 
contractor had come up for payment for a number of these leaks, many 
hundreds of them. The Bureau and the chief engineer, in making 
that finding of fact, held the contractor to be responsible for roughly 
half of the leaks, because of bad workmanship, and apparently accepted 
the responsibility of the Bureau for roughly half. 

The finding is in paragraph 8. The text is contained in our state- 
ment at the conclusion of our testimony. It says that there have been 
many different views and opinions expressed by parties who have made 
investigations for the Government, the contractor and the irrigation 
district, as to the causes of the unusually high number of leaks in the 
mortar joint lines constructed in this system. ‘These causes include 
poor workmanship, adverse thermal conditions, unstable foundations, 
insuitable mortar governed by specifications—— 

Mr. Evins. Do you not think it is the responsibility of the legal 
officers in the Bureau of Reclamation to draw these contracts so as to 
protect the Government’s interest, and if the contractor accepts the 
job and money, do you not think he should certainly do a good job and 
live up to the contract ? 

In the first place, the Bureau of Reclamation ought to draw the con- 
tract properly, in my opinion, so tight that if the contractor does not 
(oa good job he would not be paid. 

Mr. Ery. Lagree with you. 

Mr. Evtns. That is really not a matter that should be brought to 

this committee. It is all right for the committee to be informed about 
it, but it is an administrative problem, as I see it. 
_ Mr. Ery. You are right. The difficulty so far as we are concerned 
is that we are caught between them. The district has no power or 
‘ontrol over the matter. The contractor claims the Bureau drew bad 
specifications and the Government claims the contractor did bad work. 
We want the work replaced by lines that will work, regardless of 
whose fault it is. We are hopeful that the Bureau will see that neces- 
‘ity and replace these lines with rubber gaskets. We do not feel that 
itis the responsibility of the district. 


61653—55—pt. 2——-28 


“or 


Ate 
avertre truer’ 


te anes 





PERT HEN 


—s +e 


‘_~ 


a 


432 


I would like, with your permission, to place in the record a state. 
ment which will summarize some of this correspondence and the 
specifications and so forth. 

Mr. Evins. Permission is granted. 

(The statement referred to appears at the conclusion of the testi. 
mony. ) 

Mr. os RRAY. Who prepares the specifications for these lines? 

Mr. Evy. The Bureau of Reclamation. 

Mr. Sis RRAY. Was there any reason why the rubber joints were in. 
serted into the contract after the original contract was entered into! 

Mr. Exy. As I understand it, after 31 miles of the mortar-joint pipe 
nad been laid and its was apparent that it was not going to work, the 
district requested the Bureau to stop. In the meantime, some rubber- 
gasket lines had been laid and were doing well. That was in the 
larger size. This trouble has been happening i in pipe 24 inches and 
under. The bigger pipe is holding up very well. After this 31 miles 
was laid, the Bureau switched over to rubber- gasket pipe for all sizes 
and it has worked very well. 

Mr. Murray. In your opinion, was it because of bad specifications, 
cr inadequate workmanship ? 

Mr. Exy. Apparently both. Consulting engineers were appointed 
by the Bureau and the district to try to unravel that problem, but 
without any conclusive answer. The best answer that we seem to be 
able to get is that the specifications were bad with respect to the 
conditions that would control the laying of the smaller size pipe, and, 
in addition, the contractor did not doa good job of it, apparently. In 
any event, we are caught with a system that you saw on the screen. 
The findings of fact seem to support that. 

The Bureau of Reclamation apparently recognized responsibility 
for about half of the cost of the repairs and required the contractor 
to pick up half. 

Mr. Murray. In other words, am I correct in assuming the actual 
cause of this condition has not been finally determined ? 

Mr. Ery. The Chief Engineer of the Bureau of Reclamation has 
determined it, in a sense, by determining financial responsibility as 
between the Bureau and the contractor. The physical cause for it, 
as the finding of fact indicates, remains in some dispute. Apparently 
what has happened i is that the larger size pipe was laid with proper 
provision for curing; they were laid when wet and were required to 
be kept wet. The smaller sizes were not. The smaller sizes kept 
on breaking. 

The Bureau says that the joints were not properly made by the 
contractor, in the first place, but not only have joints broken, but the 
pipe itself. 

The end conclusion seems to be that you cannot do anything with 
this pipe in its present condition to ever put it in a permanent work- 
able condition. It is going to keep on breaking, apparently, because 
of the conditions under which it was laid. 

Mr. Murray. Here you have a serious question where you have 
31 miles of pipe that has been, from your testimony, just a waste of 
money. It is a waste of money resulting from somebody’s neglect or 
fault. It is either the fault of the Government or of some private 
individual. I think that before an appropriation should be made to 





e in- 
nto? 
Pipe 
-» the 
»ber- 
1 the 
and 
niles 
S1zes 


ions, 


nted 
but 
‘oO be 
. the 
and, 


In 


reen. 


ility 
ctor 


‘tual 


has 
y as 
r it, 
ntly 
pper 
dl to 
kept 


the 
the 


vith 
ork- 


use 


ave 
e of 
t or 
vate 
e to 


433 


correct the situation the responsibility should be finally determined. 

Mr. Ery. As I say, we are caught between them. 

Mr. Murray. I understand your position. 

Mr. Evy. It is not our fault. Our farmers have the fields on which 
home leaks occur. We have a contract made with the Government in 

1948, and the Bureau of Reclamation is the prime contractor, in our 
viewpoint. We undertook to repay the cost. We have a job that is 
ot workable and not acceptable. The Bureau, nevertheless, de- 
manded that we take over oper ration and maintenance of these lines 
that you have seen in the picture on May 2 of this week, and we can- 
not doi it. 

Mr. Murray. Assuming that we appropriated the money to tear up 
the 31 miles and put in pipes that would do the job, would not that be 
n effect fixing the responsibility for this condition on the Federal 
Government ¢ 

Mr. Evry. We do not know. We think that is where it should rest, 
ipon the Bureau. Nevertheless, as Mr. Gleichner has indicated, and 
Mr. Green, to the Bureau of Reclamation, we do not yet have from 
the Bureau of Reclamation a final accounting upon the money spent 
to date. 

Our contract liability is $9,900,000. The Bureau has not spent all 
that. The degree to which the district and the Bureau should partici- 
pate in the liability or the burden to the extent of the unspent money 
5 » Sate that we can negotiate with them. As to appropriations, 

e have no breakdown of the item for distribution works in the cur- 
ra budget, but wherever the ultimate responsibility must rest, the 
money has to be spent for the replacement of the lines. If it should 
levelop there is not money enough in the distribution line item of the 
Central Valley apprepe iation in the budget before you, then when we 
are able to get the facts we may have to request an increase in that item 
to cover this replacement. We understand that the appwprt ated fees 
listribution systems construction for fiscal year 1955 was $9,670,677 
ind for 1956 is budgeted at $5,246,843. 

Mr. Hann. You are filing a bill of interpleader. 

Mr. Evy. In effect, yes. 

Mr. Hanp. You do not care whose fault it is; you know it is not 
the fault of the district ? 

Mr. Evy. Exactly. 

Mr. Hanp. How did this come about, this settlement of the Chief 
Engineer in saying that “half of the leaks are your fault and half are 
ours?” Was that an arbitrary compromise, or was it based upon any 
actual calculations ¢ 

Mr. Ey. We were not permitted to participate in the negotiations 
nd Tcannot say. I would assume that it was to some degree a compro- 
mise. 

The line was built in 1951, and it proved bad at once. The word 
got around early in 1952 that the Bureau was going to accept the line 
anyhow and our people were up in arms. As a matter of fact, the 
Bureau permitted or told the contractor to run horse manure in the 
water on the theory that the stuff would clog up these leaks long enough 
for the cement to heal itself by calcifying. This, for a while, was the 
celebrated “horse manure case,” that attracted quite a bit of attention. 

The Legislature of California sent a committee down to investigate 

the whole ¢ thing. That hearing was held on April 28, 1952. The horse 
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manure had been flowing through the pipes. The leaks continued. At 
that meeting the top brass of the Bureau of Reclamation appeared and 
told the district to relax; that they were not going to accept the lines 
from the contractor, that they were in terrible shape. On May 1, 1959, 
the Assistant Commissioner of Reclamation wrote Senator Knovw. 
land to that effect, but on May 2 they did accept the lines from the 
contractor. 

Mr. Hann. What year? 

Mr. Ety. 1952, 3 years ago. One provision of the contract entitled 
the contractor to tender these lines, if they would hold water for 1) 
days under test, but he elected not to make the test. He tendered 
them, instead, under another clause that allowed him to do so without 
test if he would warrant them against leaks for 3 years. The 3 years 
expired last Monday, May 2, 1955. During that interval the Bureau 
gave repeated assurances to members of the California congressional 
delegation that it would not release the contractor without proper 
performance of these warranties. 

Mr. Hann. Did he warrant pipes against leaks for 3 years? 

Mr. Ey. Yes. 

Mr. Hanp. And they were leaking during those three years? 

Mr. Ery. Yes. He repaired at least 5,000 leaks. 

Mr. Hanp. But the whole line kept on leaking, these 31 miles? 

Mr. Ety. Yes. 

Mr. Hanp. The contractor must have had a bond with his contract. 

Mr. Exy. I cannot say. 

Mr. Hanp. You would suppose so? 

Mr. Exy. I would suppose so. 

On April 7, 1955, less than a month ago, the Bureau of Reclamation 
in a formal finding of fact, agreed with the contractor on a division 
of responsibility for the leaks, and accepted the line. They turned 
him loose. On April 18, 1955, they wrote our district saying as of 
this same magic date, May 2, 1955, the responsibility for the oper- 
ation, maintenance, and repair would pass to us. That is what brings 
us here. 

Mr. Hanp. The situation is that either the specifications were bad 
or else the work was bad, or a combination of both. You have a con- 
tractor who has warranted the line against leaks for 3 years during 
which time it has been leaking, notwithstanding the warranty, and 
notwithstanding that the Bureau has made some settlement, and arbi- 
trarily compromised arrangements by which they have said that about 
half the leaks were his fault and half are theirs, and they would set- 
tle on that basis? 

Mr. Ety. Right. =e 

Mr. Hanp. And now they are turning the line over in the condition 
it is, and has been, to the district and saying that from now on it 1s 
your baby ? 

Mr. Exy. And we are saying to them, we cannot accept it. 

Mr. Hanp. Is all of the difficulty within the first 31 miles con- 
structed ¢ 

Mr. Ex. Mostly. 

Mr. Green. That is correct. 

Mr. Hanp. Has a mortar joint used in pipeline construction been 
used before and found satisfactory ¢ 
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Mr. Green. Yes. The farmers have hundreds of miles of the same 
type of construction exactly, and they have very little difficulty with 
it. In fact, the pipe contractors around there figure that five leaks 
to the mile, when the line is first laid, is not out of reason. It is a good 
line even with five initial leaks to the mile. 

Mr. Hanp. That would be a bad idea with an oil pipeline or a natu- 
ral gas pipeline. 

Mr. Exy. At times we have had leaks every 46 feet in these lines. 

Mr. Hanp. I am not a pipeline contractor, but I do not see any sense 
in that many leaks, or even five to the mile. 

What is the status of your water contracts and water payments? 

Mr. Grern. Our water service contracts call for a total of 147,000 
acre-feet yearly, $2.50 for class 1 water and $1.50 for class 2. 

Mr. Hann. And they have paid since the installation of the line? 

Mr. Green. Yes. We have ordered yearly a quantity of water to 
take care of our needs, and we have paid for that in advance. 

Mr. Hann. The district is right up to date? 

Mr. Green. Yes. I am speaking of our water purchase contract 
payments are not yet due under our repayment contract on the dis- 
tribution system. 

Mr. Evin. Thank you. 

(Formal statement and exhibits accompanying testimony of Messrs. 
Gleichner, Green, and Ely are as follows :) 


STATEMENT ON BEHALF OF THE SOUTHERN SAN JOAQUIN MUNICIPAL UTILITY 
DISTRICT PRESENTED BY FE. L. GLEICHNER, PRESIDENT, AND BURT GREEN, SECRE- 
fARY-MANAGER, ACCOMPANIED BY NortrucutTr ELy, SPECIAL COUNSEL 


Portions of units 1 and 2, consisting of 31 miles of mortar-joint pipelines of 
the water distribution system of the Southern San Joaquin Municipal Utility 
District, constructed by the Bureau of Reclamation pursuant to a repayment 
contract with the district dated May 13, 1948, are in a thoroughly unacceptable 
condition, incomplete, and not ready for satisfactory operation because of more 
that 300 active leaks in the 31 miles as of March 28, 1955. These leaks still 
exist despite the fact that more than 5,000 leaks have been patched and repaired 
in the 31 miles of line prior to this year. 

The water escaping from leaky pipes constitutes an intolerable condition, 
hazardous to the physical well-being of the people in the locality as well as to 
their property and the escaped water seriously interferes with farming opera- 
tions in the area. 

The district and its farmers are required to pay the Bureau of Reclamation 
in advance for water they order, which could cause considerable financial loss 
to the farmers if the leaky pipes prevent delivery of their water. 

Responsible officials of the Department of the Interior and the Bureau of 
Reclamation have repeatedly acknowledged the unacceptable condition of the 
distribution system and have given repeated assurances that the district would 
not have to accept responsibility for any portion of the system until it was 
completed and ready for satisfactory operation. Such assurances were made 
by the Honorable Fred G. Aandahl, Assistant Secretary of the Interior, in a 
letter to Senator Knowland dated June 8, 1953, by Mr. Goodrich Lineweaver, 
then Acting Commissioner of Reclamation, in a letter to Senator Knowland, 
dated May 1, 1952, and a letter to Congressman Engle dated May 2, 1952, and by 
other Bureau of Reclamation officials on other occasions. 

On May 2, 1952, the Bureau of Reclamation accepted unit I from its contrac- 
tor, subject only to the contractor’s 3-year warranty of repair, notwithstanding 
the assurances by responsible Bureau officials as late as April 28, May 1 and 
~, 1952, that none of the lines would be accepted from the contractor until they 
Were free of leaks and notwithstanding that paragraph 75 (a) of specification 
No. 2893 provides expressly that the Government shall make final acceptance of 
the contractor’s work only when a section of the pipeline “has been completed and 
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is reasonably free of leaks and ready for use as determined by the contractiy, 
officer.” 

On April 7, 1955, the Chief Engineer of the Bureau of Reclamation made fiyy. 
ings of fact as to the contractor’s and the Bureau's respective responsibilities {,, 
the defective pipelinees, in which he found, with the concurrence of the ¢op. 
tractor: 

“8. There have been many different views and opinions expressed by parties 
who have made investigations for the Government, the contractor, and the irrigg. 
tion district, as to the causes for the unusually high number of leaks i in hte mortar. 
joint lines construction in this system. These causes include poor workm: Unshi 
tion district, as to the causes for the unusually high number of leaks in the morta). 
governed by specifications, porous areas in the pipe shell, pipe laying in ho 
wedther, unsatisfactory backfill, lack of proper protection of lines after laying 
differential settlement, and lack of end restraint. It is logical to assume tha: 
some leaks in the system could be attributable to any one or a combination of ty 
or more of these causes. Under the guaranty provisions of paragraph 77 (b), th 
contractor is responsible only for leaks that were due to defects in workmanshi) 
or in materials furnished by the contractor. Leaks resulting from other canses 
would be the responsibility of the Government.” 

In a letter to the Southern San Joaquin Municipal Utility District dated Apr 
18, 1955, W. W. Brenner, projects construction engineer of the Bureau of Reclama. 
tion at Lindsay, Calif., stated: 

“The 3-year guaranty period for unit 1, lateral 119.6W and lateral 1225W 
and the sublaterals expires May 2, 1955. After this date, the district will be 
expected to assume responsiblity for repair of pipelines as provided in the Jan. 
uary 3, 1955, letter of agreement.” 

Mr. Brenner so informed the district notwithstanding the repeated assurances 
by responsible officials of the Department of the Interior and the Bureau o: 
Reclamation that the district would not have to accept responsibilty for the sys 
tem until it was reasonably free of leaks, and notwithstanding that the Burea 
has not yet provided an adequate distribution system as it is required to provide 
by the basic repayment contract with the district of May 13, 1948. 

The only permanent solution to the problem is to rip out all the unsatisfacto: 
work and replace it with lines having rubber-gasket joints (which have been use‘ 
with success on two-thirds of the southern San Joaquin distribution system). 

It has been suggested to Hon. Fred G. Aandahl, Assistant Secretary of the 
Interior, that Mr. Brenner’s letter of April 18, 1955, be rescinded immediately 
and that the Bureau of Reclamation continue to repair the leaks by its ow 
arrangement with the contractor, paying for the repairs out of construction funds 
We have asked that the Bureau replace the unsatisfactory work with lines havy- 
ing rubber-gasket joints, and to begin planning this construction as soon as possi: 
ble so that the work may commence immediately after the present irrigatio 
season. 

In the event that this requires an increase of appropriations or an earmarkine 
of funds contained in the appropriation bill now before you, with reference to the 
Central Valley project distribution systems item, we will ask your cooperation to 
bring that about. The figures are not yet available but, with the Bureau’s coop 
eration, they should become available before the Senate concludes with the bill 


EXCERPT FROM TESTIMONY OF R. K. DURANT, CONSTRUCTION ENGINEER OF THE BUREAU 
OF RECLAMATION, BEFORE THE MEETING OF THE JOINT INTERIM COMMITTEE ON WATER 
PROBLEMS, CALIFORNIA STATE LEGISLATURE, DELANO, CALIF,, APRIL 28, 1952 


“As these units are completed and when the work on the lines put into opera 
tion is found to be satisfactory the system then will be turned over to the distri! 
for their use. It must be repeated, and district directors have been advised many 
times by the Bureau, that the distribution system will not be turned over to thell 
until it is satisfactory. 

“The United States has not accepted any portion of the work performed, mr 
has the district at any time been requested to accept or assume responsibilits 
for any of the work completed or put into operation. Such assurances were g'vel 
by the manager of the district, by the Chief Engineer of the Bureau, at a confer 
ence in the Bureau’s office in Denver, Colo., on January 16, 1952. 

“On November 30, 1951, Mr. Jack Rodner, district manager for the Bureal. 
wrote to the district: 

“‘Mr. Boke has asked me to state most emphatically and unequivocally that 
until it is sufficiently established that the distribution system meets with the 
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specifications of the construction contract, it will not be accepted from the con- 


tractor, and, further, the use of the system during the current period does not con- 
stitute an acceptance by the United States or the district. The development 
period will not commence to run until the system has been completed satis- 


factorily.’ 
a April 4, 1952, Mr. L. M. McClelland, Chief Engineer of the Bureau, wrote 
to the district manager : : 

“Your letter of March 26, 1952, expresses apprehension as to whether the 
Southern San Joaquin Municipal Utility District will receive a good, usable pipe 
distribution system. The contracts under which the distribution system is being 
constructed provide just such a system and Bureau intends that the requirements 
of these contracts will be met.’ 

“The Federal Government is constructing the Southern San Joaquin Munici- 
pal District. All factors of type, design, and layout have been continuously under 
discussion with the district before the repayment contract was entered and since. 
The district wishes have been followed. 

“In the interest of speed and economy the Bureau has welcomed and utilized 
the best obtainable advice of the concrete-pipe industry throughout the Nation 
in addition to the Bureau’s own knowledge gained through successful design and 
construction of approximately 400 miles of concrete pipeline during the past 4 
years. 

" “Leaks which have developed in a portion of the system are vexatious, tronble- 
some, and certainly unwelcome, but they involve only a relatively minor part of 
the work, and they are being successfully repaired. 

“The Bureau of Reclamation will comply in every respect with all of the terms 
of the repayment contract. The Bureau is fully cognizant of the responsibility 
imposed upon it by the Congress and that responsibility extends not only to the 
taxpayers and the citizens of the United States, but to the districts with which 
it seeks to cooperate in bringing water to the land. It proposes to exercise this 
responsibility with integrity, and generally that completes my statement.” Tran- 
script, pages 123-25. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
Washington, D.C. May 1, 1952. 
Hon. WILLIAM F.. KNOWLAND, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 

My DEAR SENATOR KNOWLAND: By your letter of April 15, in regard to the 
leakage problem on the distribution systems being constructed for the Southern 
San Joaquin Municipal Utility District, and your personal inquiry during the 
course of the appropriation hearings today, you indicated your desire to be 
informed regarding this matter and also receive a copy of any reply which we 
may have sent the district. The district brought this problem to our attention 
sometime ago, and Chief Engineer McClellan has just returned to Denver from 
a conference with the district and construction contractor, United Concrete 
Pipe Corp. Copies of correspondence between the district, the chief engineer, 
and the regional office, have received our attention. 

As you are probably aware, the situation with respect to the distribution 
systems in the San Joaquin Valley has been a matter of considerable concern. 
Mr. Green, the manager for the district, has been very alert in bringing all 
problems to our attention and has frequently consulted with our chief engineer, 
regional officials, and construction people. In addition, the district has secured 
the services of independent consulting engineers to consider the problems involved. 

In the letter Mr. Green sent to Construction Engineer Durant of March 26, 
he took particular exception to the methods being used by the contractor to 
arrest the leaks in portions of the system and alleged that they amounted to 
fraudulent practice. Such allegation disturbs us, because Mr. Green did not 
object to the use of these methods at the time they were proposed. 

There are now 3 contracts in force for each of the 3 units in the district. 
While all of the pipe in unit 1 has been in place for about a year, none of the lines 
have been accepted by the Government because of the unusual amount of leak- 
age, mostly in the smaller pipe sizes where cement and mortar joints were used. 
The matter of responsibility for such leaks has been the subject of contro- 
versy for some time. The Government holds that the contractor is responsible 
for the leaks, primarily due to faulty workmanship, whereas the contractor 
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has alleged faulty design, poor bedding material, temperature differential, an 
other causes. 

The Government has advised both the district and contractor that none of thy 
lines will be accepted until a system free of leaks is provided. The contracto 
Mr. Green, and members of the chief engineer’s staff met on January 1¢ in 
Denver, Colo., at which time this question was thoroughly discussed and th 
zovernment’s position was firmly established. At that time the use of organi: 
matter in the pipe to reduce the leakage was discussed and no objections wer 
raised. Since that time the contractor has been using organic matter in the 
pipeline for testing operations. Although the chief engineer did not believe thy 
this method would to any great extent correct the leakage problem, he saw yw 
reason to object to the procedure, as such method has been known to reduce o contré 
stop leakage in pipelines. At the same meeting, in the presence of Mr. Green, The 
the contractor was advised that prior to final tests, any lines in which the Mie cont 
organic material had been used must be thoroughly flushed out and drained 
Mr. Green was also advised by the independent consulting engineers that the 
contractor had not fully complied with the specifications, and that the leak 
were the result of faulty workmanship in the mortar type joints. This coincides 
with our conclusion that it is the responsibility of the contractor to correct such 
deficiencies. 

In view of the position of the Bureau of Reclamation, we are at a loss to under 
stand Mr. Green’s continuing concern, since none of the lines have as yet bee 
accepted by the Government and, of course, the district has not been requested 
to assume any responsibility for the work performed. All of the Bureau’s con- 
tracts require that good, usable, pipe distribution systems be furnished and it is 
our intention that these requirements be met before the systems are accepted 
and turned over to the district for its operation. 

As a result of the above-mentioned conference, we believe the concern as ex 
pressed by Mr. Green in his letter to Mr. Durant about the immediate problen 
and the Bureau’s attitude should be allayed. We are in touch with this situation 
and will keep you currently advised. 

Sincerely yours, 
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G. W. LINEWEAVER, 
Acting Commissioner. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C. June 8, 1953. 
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Hon. WILttAM F. KNOWLAND, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear SENATOR KNOWLAND: I am enclosing for your information copies of 
Jetters, dated as above, addressed to Mr. Burt Green and Congressman Harlan 
Hagen, in regard to the difficulties being encountered in construction of the dis 
tribution system for the Southern San Joaquin Municipal Utility District. These 
letters have been prepared following the meeting in your office, on May 8 with 
you, representatives of the district, Under Secretary Tudor, and myself. 

We feel that the meeting was instrumental in getting us better acquainted 
with the problems and the interests of the district. While the inconvenience 
and apprehension of the landowners caused by the leaking conditions in thi 
pipelines are regretted. we wish to assure you that the contractor is being re 
quired to repair these deficiencies as rapidly as possible. 

We are advising the district that it will not be asked to accept responsibility 
under its repayment contract with the United States for operation and mainte- 
nance of the distribution system, and notice of commencement of the development 
period will not be given, as provided in the contract, until the system is com- 
pleted and ready for operation. 

We shall be glad to respond to any further requests you may have on this 
matter. 

Sincerely yours, 


Mire NM 


Peterlee Pre 


ttt 


Frev G. AANDARL, 
Assistant Secretary, Water and Power. 
(Italics supplied.) 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
REGION 2, DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM PROJECTS OFFICE, 
Lindsay, Calif., April 18, 1955. 
BoARD OF DIRECTORS, 
Southern San Joaquin Municipal Utility District, 
Delano, Calif. 

GenTLEMEN : The letter form of agreement, dated January 3, 1955, and accepted 
by your district on January 12, 1955, contains statements of responsibility as to 
cost of operation, maintenance, and repair of distribution systems, as well as 
relief from cost from those items of maintenance or repairs performed by the 
contractor in pursuance of its guarantee. 

The provisions of the contractor’s guarantee for the first unit of work are 
contained in paragraph 77 (b) of specifications No. 2821 and are essentially as 


follows: 


“Upon completion of the work in accordance with the contract and specifica- 
tions, the Government will make final acceptance of the work * * * Provided: 
That for a period of 3 years thereafter, the contractor warrants and guarantees 
the untested pipeline sections against defects in workmanship or in materials 
furnished by the contractor * * *.” 

The 3-year guaranty perior for unit 1, lateral 119.6W and lateral 122.5W and 
sublaterals experies May 2, 1955. After this date, the district will be expected 
to assume responsibility for repair of pipelines as provided in the January 3, 
§, 1955 letter of agreement. 

On May 2, 1955, 9 a. m. starting at the Bureau of Reclamation office in Delano, 
an inspection will be made of the lines in unit 1 and it appears advisable for 
representatives from your district to participate. 

I would appreciate knowing the number to be expected from your District so 
that the inspection trip can be properly coordinated. 

Very truly yours, 
W. W. BRENNER, 
Projects Construction Engineer. 
(Italics supplied.) 


Wenpnespay, May 11, 1955. 
Trintry River (Tex.) Froop Conrron 


WITNESSES 


HON. FRITZ G. LANHAM, REPRESENTING TRINITY RIVER IMPROVE- 
MENT ASSOCIATION 

JOHN M. STEMMONS, CHAIRMAN, BOARD OF DIRECTORS, DALLAS 
COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT 

HENRY KUCERA, CITY ATTORNEY, DALLAS, TEX. 

T. C. FORREST, JR., GENERAL MANAGER, DALLAS COUNTY FLOOD 
CONTROL DISTRICT 

DALE MILLER, DALLAS CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


Mr. Evins. The Subcommittee on Appropriations for Public 
Works, Western Section, is pleased to hear this morning Hon. Fritz 
(7, Lanham, an esteemed friend and former colleague, and those whom 
he wishes to present. 

Will you just present your associates, Mr. Lanham, for the record? 

Mr. Lannam. I shall be pleased to do so, Mr. Chairman. 

My name, of course, is Fritz Lanham. I represent the Trinity River 
Improvement Association, as do these other gentlemen in some 
capacity. 

In addition to myself we have present Mr. John Stemmons, of 


Dallas, Tex., who is chairman of the Dallas County Flood Control 
istrict. 


cod 
- 
3 
2 


ave 


.- ¢ . : . ° 
2 68 © =e *%ere © © 





440 


Mr. T. Carr Forrest, Jr., who is general manager of that distri Th 
Hon. Henry Kucera, city attorney, of Dallas, and also Mr, Dale H yalue 
Miller, who represents the Dallas Chamber of Commerce. Th 
I shall make my testimony relatively brief, Mr. Chairman, in order J roofs 
that these gentlemen who have come from a distance may have ample Hm some 
opportunity to present the items in which they are particularly inter. 9 befor 
ested, and with which they are especially familiar. In ot 
There are in the budget estimates three Trinity River items for was 
projects under construction at the present time. One is a very sinal] J peop 
appropriation to finish the Fort Worth Floodway project. Th 
The other 2 are the Dallas Floodway project and the Garza-Little has | 
Elm Reservoir, which is the last of 4 federally constructed reser. flood 
voirs with local participation in that area. W 
I assume that representatives of the Corps of Engineers have already Hi eon 
shown appropriately the necessity for these items of appropriation. 9 We | 
I wish to call the committee’s attention to the fact that the key to i and 
carrying out the master plan for the Trinity River, which was designed J enov 
by the Corps of Engineers, is the Lake Liberty project, about 60 mile 9 But 
above the mouth of the river. It would afford our last chance to save 
6 million acre-feet of water that we are losing annually and which § in 1! 
is very much needed in all of that section. And the building of that N 
dam would make the river navigable for 50 additional miles. Of § whi! 
course, it is partially navigable at the present time on the lower part Jt ¥ 
of the river. It would afford also a great protection from the stand. J that 
point of ample water supply for that area, and provide against floods A 
that constantly interfere with the work being done in that section, and i Ww! 
it would be a great relief for the growing of rice, which is quite a crop HM % ® 
in that area. shor 
There are other features of advantage also. I understand that inthe J | 
survey estimates, it is assumed that about $20,000 would be devoted # en 
at this time to surveying this Lake Liberty project. In my judgment, J ‘his 
and I think that judgment would be confirmed by the Corps of En- 3 '£. 
gineers, the appropriated figure should be $100,000. It 
Then we also have the Navarro-Mills project in the planning stage, 
and funds we understand to be set aside for that probably will carry 
it along at present. I think Representative Teague will probably 
either appear or submit a statement concerning that particular project. 
Now, Mr. Chairman, I shall be glad to relinquish the remainder of 
my time for the testimony of these other gentlemen and present to you 
first, Mr. John M. Stemmons, chairman of the Dallas County Flood 
Control District. 
Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Lanham. Mr. Stemmons, the commit: 
tee will be pleased to hear your statement. 
Mr. Stemmons. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Gentlemen of the committee, the Dallas County Flood Control Dis- 
trict is an agency of the State government of Texas, its board of di- 
rectors being appointed by the Governor of the State. Its purpose 1s 
to operate and maintain the flood-control facilities at Dallas. 
These facilities, gentlemen, were built entirely by local interests, by 
local money. There was no Federal participation in the construction 
of these facilities. They were built in the latter twenties at a cost in 
excess of $20 million, and other than for this Federal project that we 
presently have, there has been no Federal money spent thereon. 
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The facilities, gentlemen, protect an investment in the amount of 
ralues in excess of $750 million and 50,000 inhabitants. 

These 50,000 inhabitants are in the low-income brackets and the 
roofs of the houses of those 50,000 inhabitants—with the exception of 
sme two-story Federal projects, which are shown in this booklet 
before you—are all below the height of the levee protecting the area. 
In other words, were we to have a breach in this levee system which 
was built in 1929, then the entire area, the entire group of 50,000 
people, low-income people, would be completely inundated. 

The project has progressed along very well in the last 50 years. It 
has had participation by the city of Dallas, the county of Dallas, the 
ood-control district and other agencies in Dallas. 

We feel that it is most urgent that this project. be expedited in its 
completion. I am sure that everyone who comes here feels that way. 
We have the responsibility of protecting 50,000 people from floods— 
and I might say, by the way, that we have not seen, in the last 5 years, 
enough rainfall to even get wet, in the State of Texas and in our area. 
But the history is always that, following these drought areas, we are 
met immediately by these heavy storms, the intensity of one of which 
in 1947 was 9 inches of rainfall in 24 hours. 

Now the Corps of Engineers tell us that the levee system we have, 
while it was good enough when built in 1929, is now totally inadequate 
to withstand the possibility of the type of storms we would have in 
that area. 

As you will note on the page near the last pages of this brochure, 
which I have submitted to vou. a portion of the public housing projects, 
of 3,500 units, is shown in the foreground, and in the background is 
shown the levee. 

I would like to particularly point out to you that this is the levee 
veing built by the Corps of Engineers, and you can notice the size from 
this photograph. The old levee which was built down in here [ indicat- 
ing], entirely as I say by local interests, was a good levee at the time 
it was built, but you can see the difference in size between these two 
levees which protect this area. 

Gentlemen, I simply want to stress the urgency of the early comple- 
tion of this project. We carried along with our commitments, of 
obtaining the necessary rights-of-way, which, of course, have been 
many in a project of this size. The area reclaimed includes 10,500 
acres. We do urge you to recommend the appropriation of sums suffi- 
cient to bring about the early completion of this project. And I should 
like, if I might, to ask the representative of the city of Dallas, who has 
worked with us very closely in this project, to make a statement to you 
as regards the project of the city of Dallas. 

Thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Stemmons. 

Mr. Kucera, we will be glad to hear you at this time. 

Mr. Kucera. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have been with the city 
of Dallas government since the inception of the original levee project, 
“0 I have seen it grow. 

[ might say, in passing, that the river, of course, is the primary 
lrainage system, and it is established by nature and we have had to 
pattern our drainage after that system, with the result that we are 
now finding ourselves in a position of waiting, and standing by, and 
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watching the project finished or suffering the damage, in case we dy 
not see that it is expedited to its completion. thes 

On the east of the river, we have a population of over 500,000 peo. aR” 
ple; those include not only people in Dallas but 3 other municipalities be S| 
On the west of the river, we have a population of over 200,000, and on I 
the drainage, with the levee, we have got certain pressures. From thi; f° 
project, there are several pressure sewers which the city of Dallas ha: Me" 
provided through financial participation in defraying the cost of this i "| 
development. the 

We have met all of our commitments on that in the matter of rights. He "°°! 
of-way, and whatever cash required was paid. We are now standing me 
by with sufficient funds, provided for in our agreement, for finishing M 
the projects. Cor 

Speaking a little bit now about the West Dallas situation : For many IRE 
years in that area, it was outside the city limits, and the city of Dalls 7 
was in no position at all under the law to connect it. But as time went : 
on, the laws were changed which gave us the right to do that. 

There were some 25,000 to 30,000 people of the low-income brackets, 
lower than anywhere in the city. The health conditions over ther 
were something awful. We annexed it, not because we hoped to get 
any financial revenue in the way of taxation, but purely as a matter of 
local interest in the way of health and sanitation. We have spent % 
million to $3 million putting in water lines and sewer lines in that 
area to provide for those in that area, which has some 50,000 people, 
who would be seriously affected in case some part of this levee were 
to fail. 

So we certainly sincerely urge that an early and expeditious comple- 
tion of the project is necessary for the protection of lives and property. 

Now, I want to make a statement with reference to the appropria- 
tion that the Corps of Engineers is asking for the Garza-Little Elm. 

The city of }allas made a commitment to pay $3.5 million as its 
portion of this work. We have paid pretty nearly all of it. There 
may be a few thousand left, $15,000 to $20,000, and we are waiting 
for the corps to tell us when that final payment should be made. We 
have, as I say, paid approximately $3,500,000, as the work progressed, 
and we are ready to make payment of this final small amount at any 
time we are advised to do so. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Kucera. 

Mr. Stemmons or Mr. Lanham, do you have any further statement! 

Mr. Lannam, May I just mention one additional fact ? 

Mr. Evins. You certainly may, Mr. Lanham. 

Mr. Lanuam. My home city is Fort Worth, which is just 30 miles 
west of Dallas, and is on the Trinity River, as is Dallas. 

In 1949, we had a terrible flood in Fort Worth, $15 million worth of 
property was destroyed ; over 3,000 people were rendered homeless for 
quite a while; several people were killed. One of my stepsons lived i 
that area, and the water was over the top of his house, and he lost 
everything he had, barely escaping with his life. 

The situation in Dallas, if we should have a repetition of such 4 
flood, would be even more serious and much more destructive. Local 
Trinity interests have contributed, I think, to a greater extent than 
any other comparable area in the United States, toward these variol's 
— And it is highly important that the flood control work 1 

allas go on with this appropriation. Garza-Little Elm is the last of 
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these four reservoirs which have been built by the Federal Govern- 
ment, with local assistance in great measure. ‘These projects should 
be speedily completed. 

The Federal Government and the local people have done a great 
work in the upper part of the Trinity River. In addition to the three 
items in the budget estimates, an important thing now is to look after 
properly the planning and surveys of the middle and lower sections of 
the river, in order that this master plan, devised by the Corps of Engi- 
neers for the Trinity River, may be carried on to a satisfactory com- 
pletion. ; iti 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Lanham, you enjoyed a great reputation while in 
Congress of being a very able Congressman, and I see now, being out 
of Congress, you are continuing that reputation in the things you advo- 
cate. 

Mr. Lanuam. I appreciate that very much, Mr. Chairman, and it 
is always a great pleasure to me to renew this genial association. 

Mr. Evins. The funds that you are requesting are funds which the 
Bureau of the Budget has at this time approved ¢ 

Mr. Lanuam. Yes, Mr. Chairman. We are not asking for any in- 
crease in these three items of appropriation on these projects. One of 
them is a very small appropriation, which will complete the Fort 
Worth Floodway. But the Garza-Little Elm and the Dallas Flood- 
way are most important projects for the protection in many ways of 
that great metropolitan section. 

Mr. Evrns. One further question, Mr. Lanham: You spoke earlier 
of local participation. 

Mr. Lannam. Yes. 

Mr. Evins. Do you have, or does any of your associates have, the 
round figures showing approximately the amount of money that Dal- 
las local people have put into these levees ? 

Mr. Lannam. I do not have that information in detail; perhaps 
Mr. Stemmons may have, but in the aggregate it will be a very sub- 
stantialsum. And let me say further that the original levees all along 
the Trinity River, in addition to several large reservoirs, were con- 
structed entirely by local people. 

Mr. Evins. And now then that we have some Lanham Housing 
Act projects in that area, we have got to spend some Federal funds 
to protect the housing in that area. 

_ Mr. Lanuam. And also to protect the lives of the people who live 
in those houses. 

_ Mr. Stemmons. Mr. Chairman, there were $20 million spent orig- 
inally by local interests on those projects. 

Mr. Evins. And since the original outlay, how much additional 
contribution ? 

Mr. Stemmons. Since that time there has been approximately 
do you mean just in the Dallas project ? 

Mr. Evins. The total amount of local contributions on these levees 
to date, the approximate amount ? 

Mr. Stemmons. I will say, Mr. Chairman, from the standpoint of 
Fort Worth, that they asked for a bond issue a few years ago from 
the standpoint of this flood protection, and my recollection is that it 
was in the sum of $7 million which I think was approved by the local 
people and the money made available. 
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Mr. Evins. $20 million from Dallas and $7 million from Fort Wort) 
or a total of $27 million. Now do you have information showing hoy 
much more ¢ 

Mr. Lannam. They have built all of these levees and they have dom 
a great deal more. Their contributions in the aggregate have bec; 
very considerable. 

Mr. Stemmons. Of course, the levees were built out of the $20 »j). 
lion, which was originally spent. 

Now, in the general operation and maintenance on that Mr. Chair. 
man, there has perhaps been another three or four millions dollars 
spent since 1929 in maintaining and operating these facilities. 

I would like to call this one particular item to your attention—it js 
set out in this brochure, and this will stand checking at any time—and 
that is that the value of the property protected by this system, under 
the plan set out by the Corps of Engineers, is in the amount of $75 
million. And those values were arrived at from the tax records of the 
city of Dallas. They were arrived at that way and we can substantiate 
those values. 

There is in addition, 50,000 people, 50,000 low-income people, the 
roofs of whose homes are all below the tops of the levees that are shown 
in this brochure that has been submitted to you. 

Mr. Evrns. Mr. Stemmons, there has been approximately $3) 
million 

Mr. Stemmons. In round numbers. 

Mr. Evins. In round numbers—that is what I am trying to arrive at, 
approximately $30 million have been spent by local people on thes 
levees. 

Mr. Stemmons. Yes. 

Mr. Evins. How much Federal funds has been spent ? 

Mr. Stemmons. Up to the present time, approximately $3,100,000) 
has been spent, or is obligated for at the present time, that is for 
Dallas. 

Mr. Kucera. Mr. Chairmain, I would like to supplement the state- 
ment here, so far as the city of Dallas is concerned. 

A part of this project is in the city limits of the city of Dallas, 
good part of it is not. 

In order to cooperate from the standpoint of the city, and not to 
impose double taxation on those people for the same purpose, a bill 
was drawn and passed through the legislature which allows credit on 
the city tax rolls for the flood control and the levee tax, and in that way 
the city of Dallas has aided the property owners in this project over 
here by relinquishing a part of the general taxing system for that 
purpose. 

Mr. Evins. That you, Mr. Kucera. 

Mr. Forrest, do you have a statement ? 

Mr. Forrest. No, Mr. Chairman. These gentlemen have covered tt. 

Mr. Jensen. This appears to be a very necessary and worthy project, 
and from the budget standpoint, there is no constroversy whatsoever. 

I do want to say that I am happy to see my old colleague and friend, 
Fritz Lanham here. Fritz Lanham and I have been very close friends 
for many, many years, and it is always a pleasure to see Mr. Lanham. 
He is held in such esteem by all of his colleagues on both sides of the 
aisle, because of his fairness and because of his fine patriotism. 

We need men like you in America. 
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Mr. Lanuam. Thank you very much, and I reciprocate in full that 
gracious statement, Mr. Jensen. 

Mr. Jensen. T hank you. 

Mr. Evins. We will insert into the record a statement by Congress- 
man Olin E. Teague. Thank you gentlemen, for your presentation. 

(The statement is as follows :) 


NAVARRO MILLS RESERVOIR 


Mr. Chairman, I appear here today before your subcommittee in support of 
the request of the Corps of Engineers for $50,000 to be used for advance eugineer- 
ing and design studies in conjunction with the reservoir and dam authorized 
under the 1954 Flood Control Act to be constructed on the Richland Creek at the 
Navarro Mills site. 

The Navarro Mills Reservoir will be the key project of the watershed flood con- 
trol system for the Trinity. The Army engineers have already put into operation 
the Garza-Little Elm project and this about completes the upper portion of the 
Trinity watershed area. The Navarro Mills Reservoir is needed for the direct 
flood protection of some 40 to 45,000 acres of fertile plains of the Richland Creek 
and tributaries and of the many thousands of additional acres at the junction 
of this ereek and the Trinity River slightly downstream. It will in addition assist 
in holding back the peak of the Trinity floods and will provide unmeasurable 
benefits to the citizens of Corsicana, Tex., the major nearby population center in 
water supply features. 

It is my understanding that already the interested governmental agencies have 
held several meetings for the purpose of coordinating their overall plans for the 
development of this watershed area under the provisions of the recently enacted 
Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act of 1954 and the funds requested 
by the Corps of Engineers herein will further their efforts in this project. Your 
careful consideration and approval of this request will be greatly appreciated. 


Wepnespay, May 11, 1955. 
INTRACOASTAL CANAL-—LOUISIANA—TEXAS 


WITNESS 


DALE MILLER, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, INTRACOASTAL 
CANAL ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Muxer. Mr. Chairman, I was scheduled to appear this after- 
noon, but if the committee has a few minutes to hear me now, I think 
Ican conclude without interrupting your schedule. 

Mr. Evins. The committee will be glad to hear Mr. Dale Miller 
at this time. 

Mr. Mitusr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the subcommittee, my name is Dale 
Miller, and I am executive vice president of the Intracoastal Canal 
Association of Louisiana and Texas, with principal offices in Houston. 
[ appear before you today to urge your favorable consideration of 
important navigation projects identified with the Gulf Intracoastal 
Waterway system. 

The Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, as you gentlemen know, is a re- 
markable transportation facility extending | more than a thousand 
miles from the west coast of Florida to the Mexico border, and con- 
hecting at New Orleans with the vast inland waterway system, of the 
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Mississippi and Ohio Valleys. This intracoastal canal, authorized hy 
Congress on the expectation that it would ultimately develop aboy 
5 million tons of commerce a year, is now carrying in excess of 4) 
million tons a year. Despite its comparatively shallow dimension 
more tonnage moves over the intracoastal canal than through the 
Panama Canal. And what it has contributed to the economic develop. 
ment of the gulf coast is almost incalculable. It has been a potent 
factor in the transformation of the lethargic bayou country of Louis. 
ana and the virtual wilderness of the Texas coast into a rapidly devel. 
oping industrial empire, providing safe and economical transports. 
tion for millions of tons of petroleum products, chemicals, and other 
commodities which are important to the national economy and essep- 
tial to the national defense. 

The Gulf Intracoastal Waterway consists not only of a main 
channel but of a number of related navigation projects, many of which 
are completed, but some of which are still awaiting the appropriation 
of construction funds. I would like to refer to a few of these projects 
but I shall not discuss them in detail, because in most cases i will 
be represented by other witnesses, or by the submission of appropriate 
briefs which I am sure will merit the subcommittee’s attention. 

The Bureau of the Budget has recommended construction funds for 
the next fiscal year for two vitally important Gulf Intracoastal Water. 
way projects in Louisiana, $1,263,000 for the Algiers cutoff and lock, 
and $1,260,000 for the Morgan City-Port Allen alternate route. The 
sum recommended for the Algiers work is all that is needed to con- 
plete the $15 million alternate access route to the Mississippi at New 
Orleans, which has been sorely needed to relieve the heavy congestion 
at Harvey lock. Since the amount sought for the next fiscal year will 
complete the job, I think it is unnecessary for me to take up the time 
of the subcommittee to justify that expenditure. 

As to the $1,260,000 recommended for the Morgan City-Port Allen 
route of the canal, it is our conviction that no project under considera- 
tion in the bill is more urgently in need of prompt construction. This 
alternate route would reduce from 225 miles to only 65 miles the dis 
tance which all barge tows must travel to and from the producing 
areas of Texas and the processing centers on the extensive Mississippi 
and Ohio River systems—for this short route would eliminate the 
necessity of barge traffic moving by way of the circuitous route down 
to New Orleans. Well-informed witnesses will testify on this project 
during the course of your hearings, and only because of that fact ! 
shall resist the temptation to delineate its merits in detail. Suffice it 
to say that in the considered judgment of our association there 1 
probably no major project in the United States which will produce 
greater benefits immediately upon completion. It is now a continuing 
project, Congress having appropriated funds last year to initiate 
construction. 

An important project in Texas which merits an immediate appro- 
priation of construction funds is the authorized realinement of the 
Gulf Intracoastal Waterway at Aransas Pass, Tex. Construction of 
this short route would produce substantial savings in transportation 
costs; would reduce navigation hazards in the congested Corpus 
Christi ship channel with which the present circuitous route 
coincides; would provide a haven of refuge during storm periods: 
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and would have the further advantage of opening up for industrial 
development a shoreline in the very center of a rich chemical and 
troleum area. Although the benefits anticipated from construction 
of this new route were considered substantial at the time of its author- 
yation, it is a significant fact that tonnage now moving on that sec- 
tion of the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway is two and one-half times 
greater than that which existed at the time it was authorized. This 
project fully warrants the appropriation of construction funds. 

The canalization of the Guadalupe River in Texas is another author- 
ized project which deserves high priority in the civil-works program. 
This inland extension of the intracoastal canal would penetrate one 
of the most productive areas in Texas, and, since the project was 
authorized, some of the largest industries to be located on the gulf 
coast in recent years have been established along the proposed route. 
This important project is strongly supported by both a high ratio of 
benefits to cost and a substantial degree of local participation. Con- 
struction of this needed work has been too long deferred, and I urge 
the subcommittee to give it careful consideration. It is my under- 
standing that local intereste will file a comprehensive brief, which I 
hope will have your earnest attention. 

The Colorado River in Texas is another important tributary to the 
intracoastal canal system, and a canalization project on that river has 
likewise been authorized but not yet constructed. This channel, ex- 
tending 17 miles upstream from its intersection with the Gulf Intra- 
coastal Waterway to the vicinity of Bay City, would serve an area 
rich in natural resources ; and we have no doubt that it would promptly 
develop more than sufficient tonnage to justify the relatively low cost 
of its construction. Here again local interests will provide this sub- 
committee with a detailed brief, and I trust that it too will merit your 
consideration. 

It is my understanding that vou have under consideration in this 
bill a provision which would empower the Chief of Engineers to con- 
struct certain small meritorious projects which are net otherwise 
specifically provided for in the civil-functions bill. In our opinion 
this is one of the most constructive proposals which have yet been ad- 
vanced to implement and make more effective a national public-works 
program. There are a number of worthy small projects in our area, as 
Iam sure there are in other sections of the country, which have un- 
wittingly been neglected because their modest size and low cost fail 
to command the same degree of attention which of necessity is ac- 
corded comprehensive and costly projects. 

For example, there is a small project on the south Texas coast 
called Little Bay, a shallow-draft offshot of the intracoastal canal 
which was authorized 5 years ago. The total Federal cost of this 
project is only $33,000, yet local interests, in expectation of this small 
appropriation, have constructed breakwaters and retaining walls in 
the amount of $90,000. In other words, the local participation is 
nearly three times the Federal Government’s share, yet the work ac- 
complished by local interests will stand there: virtually useless until 
the Federal Government makes its own small contribution available. 
there are other such small projects in our area—harbors of refuge at 
Seadrift and Port Aransas, and a tributary channel and small harbor 
at Aransas Pass—which come within the same general category. 
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Although Government agencies and Congress would not consciously 
ignore such needed improvements, it is nonetheless true that smajj 
projects are sometimes lost in the shuffle when attention must naturally 
be concentrated on larger and more complex programs. If the Corps 
of Engineers were allotted a certain lump sum for the construction, a 
its discretion, of a selected group of small projects, long-needed in. 
provements could be effectuated at low cost, local interests would le 
relieved of the burden of constantly petitioning Congress for modes 
appropriations, and congressional committees would likewise be re. 
lieved of the task of devoting a disproportionate amount of time from 
its busy schedule to the study of small projects. We strongly recon. 
mend that such a provision be included in the civil-functions bill, 

Witnesses appearing before you on various projects throughout the 
United States are naturally so much interested in the prompt con- 
struction of authorized work that too little emphasis is often placed 
on the need for sufficient survey funds to perpetuate a sound public 
works program. The rapid expansion of the national economy and 
unprecedented growth in population underscore the importance, in 3 ) 
our judgment, of a concomitant development of a realistic public ~— 
works program for the future, and such a program for tomorrow cat aitia 
be assured only through the appropriation of adequate survey funds 3 Engi 
today. On the Trinity River in Texas, for instance, an urgent need Hp 
exists for the early construction of proposed Lake Liberty, a project J . 
which will prove of great benefit to the entire Trinity River Valley, i” t 
yet the need for its authorization cannot be established until adequate 
survey funds are provided. I have no doubt that similar situations 
prevail elsewhere throughout the Nation, and I respectfully suggest 
that provision be made for adequate survey funds to carry on the ex- 
panded public works program which is so essential to the future wel- 
fare of the country. 

And now, gentlemen, a word in conclusion: This year the Intra- 
coastal Canal Association of Louisiana and Texas is commemorating J ippe 
its 50th anniversary. Founded in Victoria, Tex., on August 8, 1905, i Oran 
our association is today, we believe, the oldest inland waterway or- (g 
ganization in the United States, and throughout the half century ou ¥* 
association, the Corps of Engineers, and the Congress of the United I gc. 
States have worked together, in close and effective cooperation, to Th 
create what the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway is today. On the oc #7 
casion of our 50th anniversary, we extend to you and, through you, to peed 
your distinguished predecessors in the Congress—our grateful appre: 7 
ciation for the years of conscientious consideration which you have 
devoted to the meritorious projects in our gulf coast country. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you very much, Mr. Miller, for your fine state 
ment. 

Mr, Miuier. Thank you. 
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Wepnespay, May 11, 1955. 


SaBINE-NecHES Waterway, ‘TEx. 
WITNESS 


HON. JACK BROOKS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF TEXAS 


Mr. Evins. Mr. Brooks, I believe you desire to submit a statement 
to the committee with reference to the Sabine-Neches Waterway. _ 

Mr. Brooxs. Yes, Mr. Chairman, with your permission, I would like 
to submit the following statement. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


SABINE-NECHES WATERWAY 


Mr. Chairman, first, I would like to express my appreciation for being able 
to present this testimony before this group of the House Appropriations Com- 
mittee. : . 

In a report dated October 8, 1951, reviewing the situation concerning the con- 
dition of the Sabine-Neches Waterway, Tex., the district engineer, Corps of 
Engineers, Galveston, Tex., recommended that the existing project be modified 
to provide for : 

(a) Rectification of certain reaches of the existing Sabine Pass Channel, 
Sabine-Neches Canal, and the Neches River and Sabine River Channels; 

(b) Widening the entrance channel to the Port Arthur turning basin ; 

(c) Easing the curve at the junction of the Port Arthur and the Sabine-Neches 
Canals; 

(d) Relocation and enlargement of the Sabine pass anchorage basin to 1,500 
feet wide by 3,000 feet long ; 

(e) Widening the Sabine-Neches Canal from the mouth of the Neches River 
to the mouth of the Sabine River and the Sabine River Channel to the upper 
end of the project to a width of 200 feet, except the channel around Harbor Island 
at Orange ; 

(f) Deepening the Sabine River Channel from the cutoff near Orange to the 
upper end of the project to a depth of 30 feet except around Harbor Island at 
Orange ; and 

(g) Enlarging the area at the entrance to the Orange municipal slip to provide 
amaneuvering basin. 

This recommendation was embodied in Senate Document 80, 83d Congress, 2d 
session, and was accompanied by appropriate drawings of the proposals. 

The proposal was approved at an estimated cost to the United States of 
$5,875,000 for new work and an increase of $121,000 in the approved cost of 
annual maintenance. The United States is to receive all necessary easements 
free of cost, be free from any damages that might result from construction or 
liaintenance of the project and is restricted from dredging within 50 feet of any 
existing pierheads, wharves or structures. 

The proposal was subsequently approved by the Board of Engineers for Rivers 
and Harbors and the Corps of Engineers on December 18, 1952: the Chief of 
Engineers, Corps of Engineers, January 23, 1953; Chief of Resources and Civil 
Works Division, Bureau of the Budget, August 10, 1953; and was forwarded to 
the chairman of the Senate Committee on Public Works by the Acting Secretary 
of the Army, August 24, 1953. ; 
The Sabine-Neches proposal was incorporated into H. R. 9859, an omnibus 
bill, which became Public Law 780 of the 83d Congress, thus authorizing work on 
the project pending necessary appropriations. 

Gentlemen, I submit that this project is of great importance not only to the 
economie well-being of the gulf coast area, but to the country as an integral 
Whole, Five of the world’s largest oil refineries and many important chemical 
industries are located in this immediate area. Almost one-eighth of all the oil 
produced in the United States is shipped from these refineries in deep-draft ves- 
sels to both domestic and foreign ports. The Sabine-Neches Waterway is trav- 
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ersed by more vessels of 30-foot draft and over than any other waterway in 
the Nation with the one exception of New York Harbor. . 

At present it is estimated by the Corps of Engineers that the Sabine-Neches 
Waterway can accommodate vessels up to 27,000 dead weight tons, and that traf. 
fic over than tonnage would require enlargement of the channels to insure opera- 
tion under reasonable conditions of safety and convenience. 

The trend in present building of oceangoing tankers is for larger and faster 
ships. It is estimated that by 1960, the old T-2 and T-3 type tankers, which 
are able to carry a full load of oil through the present channels, will only repre- 
sent 30 percent of the total ships in service. Already our refining companies are 
compelled to ship out partially loaded vessels in order to clear the channels, and 
the situation becomes more acute every month. 

We find ourselves in the same situation as a jet bomber pilot might find him- 
self if the runway was only long enough for him to take off with a partial load of 
bombs. We need the bomber with a full load and the wise thing seems to be to 
lengthen the runway * * * or enlarge the waterway, in this instance. 

Again let me say that I appreciate this opportunity to present this testimony, 
I would be most happy to try to answer any questions that you migh have con- 
cerning this Sabine-Neches Waterway proposals. 


Wepnespay, May 11, 1955. 


McGee Benp Dam-Necues-ANGELINA RIVER 
WITNESSES 


HON. JACK BROOKS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF TEXAS 

ED EASTERLING, LOWER NECHES VALLEY AUTHORITY 

D. N. BEASLEY, MANAGER, DEEP EAST TEXAS ELECTRIC COOPERA- 
TIVES, SAN AUGUSTINE 

M. T. POTTS, MANAGER, SAM HOUSTON ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, 
LIVINGSTON 

E. LAURENCE BURNETT, CONSULTING ENGINEER, FORT WORTH 

TROY MITCHELL, JASPER-NEWTON ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, 
KIRBYVILLE 

HOWARD HICKS, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, BEAUMONT 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 

LYLE VICKERS, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, PORT ARTHUR 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


Mr. Evins. The committee will hear at this time our esteemed col- 
league and friend, Congressman Jack Brooks, and the testimony of the 
others whom he wishes to present. 

Mr. Brooks. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. We had orig- 
inally asked for 30 minutes and we shall try not to run over the time 
limit, so that you can get back on your 11 o’clock schedule. 

I appreciate this opportunity to testify and of coming here in the 
interest of what is known as the McGee-Bend Dam which is a multt- 
purpose dam on the Neches-Angelna Rver. 

This project was originally authorized some years ago and the essel- 
tial crux of this problem is that there were two dams to be built, one 
this major project, and one a re-regulating dam, with which of course, 
you are familiar. 

The re-regulating dam was built with local contributions of $2 mil- 
lion, which the ILVNA—the lower Neches Valley Authority—contrib- 

uted toward the construction of this regulating dam known as dal 
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B. Dam B was built, but then they did not complete the project, and 
wy feeling is, and the feeling of a half million people in that imme- 
diate watershed is, that the Government has failed to maintain its 
obligation and its part of the contract that they made in good faith 
with the people down there. 

And since there has been no starts ordered, you recall, since Dam B 
was built, then directive A-47 of the Bureau of the Budget changed 
the criteria which, as you know, is a very important factor in the Corps 
of Engineers’ recommendations. 

So we in our district feel that the rules have been changed with the 
game just half over, and they are now refusing to finish out the Gov- 
ernment’s obligation which will allow us to complete our obligation. 

We in this district had already obligated ourselves to contribute 
$3 million in additional cash toward the completion of these major 
multi-purpose dams. There was some question raised initially about 
power. I think we have clearly established that the cost of the power 
will be fully repaid by sale of power to the private utility companies, 
which have never opposed this project. I think you understand that 
in my district the REA buys their power primarily from the Gulf 
States Utility, and there is a very cooperative attitude; they get along 
splendidly. The utility company is not opposing this project, and 
will be very happy to see the project completed, because most of the 
hydroelectric power will be an excellent grade of power for peaking 
purposes and will be of real benefit to them. ‘They are very happy 
tohave it built. 

I believe that that is the essential background, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Chairman, I do want to say that I have some 
knowledge of this project and I have heard that everything is very 
harmonious, and that the REA’s are going to be completely taken 
care of by this setup as it is now proposed, and from everything I have 
heard, Mr. Chairman, everything is in good order. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for permitting this interruption. 

Mr. Evins. You may proceed, Mr. Brooks. 

Mr. Brooxs. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

In accordance with the administration’s new policy of increasing 
the requirements of local contribution, the so gs in my district have 
gotten together, and made every possible effort they could to go over 
ind above their contractual obligations with the United States Gov- 
ernment by making this effort to furnish additional money to the 
Government. They have, to the extent of their financial possibilities, 
made arrangements with investors and brokers concerning the possi- 
bility of bonds and so forth, and they have said they are in position, 
and they would be willing and would be pleased to have an authoriza- 
tion that would give them some construction money to provide that 
the LNVA furnish to the Government $10 million over a period of 
some 50 years, based on $200,000 per year payment by the LNVA to 
the United States Government as an additional contribution by the 
people. 

Now, at this time, I should like to introduce Mr. Ed Easterling, for 
the LNVA. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Easterling, the committee will be very glad to hear 
you. 
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Mr. Easrertinc. Gentlemen of the committee, as Congressmay 
Brooks has stated here, this is really an extraordinary situation, and 
we feel that it is so extraordinary that it calls for some very intense 
action on the part of the Congress. 

This request is not in the budget, as you know; that is, it 
is not scheduled in the budget and we are asking this committee to con. 
sider the matter, and we are going to present 1t to you here with the 
idea of amending the bill and putting an item in the bill providing for 
the construction of this project. 

I think, in order for you to understand the seriousness of our prob. 
lem that you should realize the importance of this project to all of the 
southwest territory. 

This Neches-Angelina River is the biggest river in Texas and has 
an annual runoff of 5 million acre-feet of water, which is a tremen- 
dous runoff. But this all occurs in the winter and spring months, 
vausing damages from floods. And in summer we have droughts 
which curtail our water supply. 

We are now on the gulf coast. The Neches River rises up about 
parallel with the city of Dallas in northeast Texas and flows down 
into the Gulf of Mexico. 

In the lower reaches of the river we have the greatest oil refinery 
center in the world, you might say; we have 5 big refineries which 
process 700,000 barrels of oil daily. We have petro chemical plants. 
We are in the middle of the rice belt. We have thousands of acres of 
rice land down there that someday will be in production. 

We are presently, and have been on account of the water shortage, 
irrigating 55,000 acres of rice land. We have some 300,000 acres 
available for future production. 

Our whole development there is at a standstill on account of the 
fact that during the summer months, during the irrigation period, 
we just run out of water. That has been going on since our main de- 
velopment started, between 1925 and 1940, our early development. 

On account of these conditions, Congress was requested, or the Pub- 
lic Works Committee at that time, was requested to make an investi- 
gation of this matter and they caused a study to be made and report 
on the development of this river. 

This report was filed with Congress in 1945. Congress authorized 
the development of these rivers by the building of 2 major dams, 
1 on the upper Neches and 1 on the Angelina River, with 2 small re- 
regulating dams below. At that time the estimated cost of this whole 
project, under the 1939 study, was $29 million. Congress authorized 
it in 1945 without any up-to-date study on the project. 

Immediately after that authorization in 1945 the Corps of Engi- 
neers started to work on a comprehensive, definite project report. 
They came up in 1946 with a report. They had a public hearing 
down in the area. At that time they said that these rivers could 
be controlled by building one big dam on the Angelina River and a 
small reregulating dam below that dam, between the confluence of 
the Neches and the Angelina Rivers. 

These two dams are an integral part of each other. They are one 
unit. That is what they called it. The 2 dams were to be 1 unit and 
if these 2 dams were built all the purposes of the 1945 authorization 
could be accomplished. : 
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That report stated that the cost of the McGee Bend Dam, the big 
one. would be $43 million and the small dam $7 million. 

Now, we have water shortages down there that threaten the shut- 
ting down of these tremendous interests. I will show you some pic- 
tures of the nature of them. 

Agriculture in our area has first precedence with regard to the 
water supply. 

Mr. Hann. Is that provided by law ? 

Mr. Eastertinc. Yes. The Texas law provides for that. They had 
the first appropriations for water. 

So, in order not to have a catastrophe happen—and when I say 
“catastrophe,” it was realized even in 1945—the War Production 
Board ordered the Corps of Engineers to start construction of this 
small dam “B”, the reregulating dam, because of the fact if war were 
to continue they would “need this supply of water. I think that is 
what gave us the idea that we should build the small dam first. 

We he id a long discussion with the Corps of Engineers and it was 
agreed they would go in there and build the re1 regulating dam; that 
if they would build j it first they would then have a temporary supply 
of water pending the construction of the Bib McGee Bend Dam. 
Mind you, this is a reregulating dam to take care of the discharge of 
the McGee Bend Dam in the production of power. 

So, after we made those agreements that we would start this small 
dam, in 1947 the Corps of Engineers appeared before the Appropria- 
tions Committee of Congress ‘and asked for $31,300,000 to begin con- 
struction of dam “Bb.” ‘The project report was fully explained. The 
original authorization provided that before any element of project 
“B” started that some local agency, or the State of Texas would assure 
that they would contribute $5 million toward the cost of the project. 

The Corps of Engineers, knowing that the lower Neches authority 
was interested in this project and development, came to us and said, 
“Why do you not join with the Federal Government and get this 
project underway by making an assurance of paying in this $5 million 
on completion of this project ?” 

We realized that although there was no allocation of water in the 
project to anyone, that just from building this dam and having the 
flow of that river increased from the discharge of the flood control 
and hydro development, we would have an increased flow in the river 
and it would be worth $5 million to us. 

So, in 1947, prior to this appropriation, we made the assurance we 
would pay the $5 million. 

In 1948, as you gentlemen will remember who were in Congress at 
that time, there was a scarcity of funds for public works. The C orps 
of E ngineers ‘ame to us and said that the Congress was not going to 
give them enough money to finish the dam, but if we would amend 
our assurance and give $2 million for the construction of dam “B,” 
instead of waiting to give $5 million for both dams, they could get the 
dam built right aw: rand get it finished and stop the gap temporarily 
of our shortage of water. “It did prevent a catastrophe in our area. 

We amended our assurance and paid into the project $2 million in 
cash. We borrowed the money. We had to issue revenue bonds 
against our revenues. We sell and distribute raw water in that area. 
We amended our assurance and put $2 million into that and agreed to 
pay the remaining $3 million on the completion of the McGee Dam. 
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Before we paid that $2 million in 1949, in 1950 we made 2 payments, 
1 of $1,500,000 and 1 of $500,000. Before the dam was completed the 
Corps of Engineers came before the Appropriations Committee and 
said, “Now, we are building and finishing up this dam “B” and we ar 
going to start now to build the big dam.” 

They asked for $200,000 for each of those years. They already had 
about $250,000 in planning money. They asked for $200,000 for plan. 
ning in 1949. In 1950 they asked for $200,000. In 1951, $75,000. In 
1952 they got an additional $25,000. 

All the time at each one of those hearings they would fully explain 
this project to the Appropriations Committee. They knew that it was 
costing $43 million. They stated the cost to benefits ratio was 1 to 
1.44. They knew our own contributions to the project was $3 million, 

There is an evaluation placed on this conservation water. Accord- 
ing to the Corps of Engineers the evaluation placed on this water is 
sufficient to allay its cost. The hydroelectric power has never been 
questioned. They have been before the Congress and before the 
Bureau of the Budget who budget these items. 

So there we have in 1946, 1947, 1948, 1949, 1950, 1951, and 1952 the 
Congress making appropriations for this project. We had a thor- 
ough understanding that this whole project was one project, that the 
two dams were one project, and dam “B” was an integral part of the 
McGee Bend Dam, just like the turbines or the penstocks in Mc(iee 
Bend. 

Then we come to some change in policy. Whether it was good or 
bad, that is something that happened after the project got under 
way. We have very limited resources, our authority. We owe that 
$2 million now. We are paying interest on it and amortizing it out 
over a 35-year period. We owe about $2,500,000 for capital improve- 
ments. We are carrying that much indebtedness and we have a big 
operation and maintenance expense. In fact, our whole resources are 
impounded on this project. We are irrevocably bound with the Fed- 
eral Government in the McGee Bend project, and as Mr. Brooks said, 
we have 500,000 people and a 10,000-square-mile watershed. We have 
a tremendous potential industrial area and a potential agricultural 
area if and when agricultural products will be needed in greater supply 
than they are at the present time. 

We cannot see how any agency of the Government except the Con- 
gress itself can say, with these conditions, this project shall not go 
ahead. I think if it had not been for a directive of the Bureau of 
the Budget, or a policy of the Bureau of the Budget, we would not 
have been halted, we would not have been stymied for the last 3 years. 

The whole population of that section of Texas has had its eyes on 
this project. They need it. It is one of the most badly needed 
projects in that section of the United States. We just cannot under- 
stand why. For all these years this was a going project and then 
suddenly in 1952 and 1953 we come to a halt. We realize that we 
have to put up some more money on this project. 

They question hydroelectric power benefits and they question the 
water supply benefits. Mind you, we know that there are tremendous 
valuable water benefits, conservation water benefits, in this project 
that will be realized by the Government other than what we are going 
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to pay into it. We have paid $2 million into it. We are willing to 
pay $3 million into this project under our present assurance. 

Mind you, when this project was authorized, as I stated, it was for 
399 million, and before it was to be started we had to agree to pay 
5 million. That is 18 percent. So, on the basis of the original 
authorization, although we feel like these assurances and agreements 
and commitments place a direct obligation and responsibility on the 
Federal Government to continue this project under our original 
agreement, we are willing to just go beyond that and say that the 
original basis was 18 percent of the cost so we will come to that 18 
percent just as far as our ability to pay is concerned. ra 

So, if we have already given $2 million, we will give $3 million on 
completion of McGee Bend Dam and for each year after for 50 
years we Will give $200,000. That will be $15 million that the Federal 
Government 1s going to get from the local agency just to see this 
additional supply of water flowing this river. 

When you get over to the hydroelectric power there is not a great 
differential. It is just an eighth of a percent differential in the cost- 
to-benefits ratio. ‘The actual cost of putting the 45,000 kilowatts in 
this dam annually is $762,000 a year. That is the actual incremental 
cost, as they call it. With power, that is what it will cost to amortize 
the dam. 

The Federal Power Commission puts a $908,000 value on the power. 
They say that the economic cost, not the actual cost, is $989,200. 

We have employed a hydroelectric engineer to make a separate 
investigation of this project on the basis of the local utility, just 
taking the local utility with what they have on file with the Federal 
Power Commission, to find out what is the present value of that power 
tothem now and what will be the value of that power in future years. 
Gas prices, which are the medium of creating electricty in that area, 
are continuously going up. I will say in 10 years gas prices are going 
to be 50 percent higher in that area, although within a radius of 
100 miles of Beaumont, Tex., where this project is centered, there are 
at least 50 to 75 producing oil and gas fields. 

The price is going up and the value of the power is going up 
correspondingly. 

I would likee for Mr. Burnett to give you a brief summary of an 
analysis of power benefits of this project. 

Mr. Evins. Do you have some other witnesses that you want to 
present ? 

Mr. Brooks. Yes. I would like to present Mr. Burnett at a later 
date. I think that Mr. Beasley could concisely give the REA view- 
point. He represents the Deep Texas Cooperative. I think that we 
should submit Mr. Burnett’s statement. We have a copy here for 
each of the members. We have his statement, but rather than have 
him read that, I will ask Mr. Beasley to say a few words. 

Mr. Evins. We will insert Mr. Burnett’s statement in the record 
at this point. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


ECONOMIC APPRAISAL OF THE POTENTIAL HYDROELECTRIC PowWER OUTPUT OF THE 
McGee BEND PROJECT IN THE LOWER NECHES River BASIN, TEXAS 


The McGee Bend project, on the Angelina River in Texas, is the major flow- 
regulating unit in the system of multiple-purpose reservoirs authorized by the 


7 


we 


we ee © awe eere © F 





G 

- 

C 
€ 
c 
2 
4 
=< 
S 
a 
& 
wn, 
te 
| 
S 


' 
at 


~~ 
™ 


HIVE 


456 


Congress for Federal construction. Together with the presently completa 
dam B project, it would serve the primary functions of flood control, water ey). 
servation, and the development of hydroelectric power. However, the size og 
dam B reservoir is too small to significantly provide any of these benefits witp. 
out the McGee Bend project. The many interests in the lower Neches River 
Valley are now seeking early initiation of actual construction of the Meee 
Bend project in order that there soon may be adequately realized the envisageg 
beneiits for which both the Lower Neches Valley Authority and the Feder 
Government have already committed considerable funds. 

The recent restudy of the project by the Corps of Engineers indicates that 
McGee Bend is economically feasible, according to long-standing criteria fo, 
economic appraisal. When only the major functions of flood control, water 
conservation, and power are considered, the economic ratio of benefits to costs 
for the project as a whole is 1.30 to 1.00. And when the incidental benefits dye 
to pollution abatement, fish and wildlife preservation, and recreation. are jp. 
cluded, the economic ratio becomes 1.66 to 1.00. Furthermore, when the costs 
and charges of the project are allocated to each of the major functions, by the 
separable cost-remaining benefits method, the economic ratios thus associated 
with functions are: for flood control, 1.01; conservation, 1.70; and power, 1.01, 

The Federal Power Commission has recently restudied the value of MeGeo 
Bend power output. For the 43,000 kilowatts of dependable capacity it has esti- 
mated a value of $17.30 per kilowatt-year and for the 129,300,000 kilowatt-hours 
of average annual energy it has estimated a value of 1.27 mills per kilowatt-hour, 
thus setting the average annual monetary benefit of McGee Bend power equal 
to $908,100 per year, at the high tension side of McGee Bend switchyard. From 
the Corps of Engineers allocation of cost to the power function, the total annual 
charges against power, including interest on the investment, amortization, and 
operating and maintenance costs, amount to $901,900 per year. The econonic 
ratio of the power function thus becomes 1.01. 

Heretofore, the inclusion of power in the project would be considered justified 
if the increased costs of the project due to the power facilities were less than the 
power benefits. But with the advent of Bureau of the Budget Circular No. A-Si, 
which is presently being revised, and by virtue of certain other Federal inter- 
agency agreements, the economic cost of power in the project would include not 
only the project costs chargeable to power but also the annual taxes foregone 
by Federal development rather than by private development of the power. Ac- 
cording to this criterion, the economic cost of power in the McGee Bend project 
were stated to be $989,200 annually. This value was obtained by adding to the 
minimum permissible allocation of $762,200 the estimate of foregone taxes, which 
were apparently taken as 25 percent of the annual power benefits, and thus pro- 
ducing the amount of $989,200 as the economic cost of the power function. 

The power benefits thus apparently fail the economic costs of the power fune- 
tion by $81,000 per year, or by about 8.9 percent, due entirely to including as a 
project cost the Federal taxes foregone. However, the Federal taxes that would 
be foregone by long delaying construction of the McGee Bend project for full 
development of the industrial and agricultural opportunities of ihe area, and 
their associated economic activities, would probably be of such magnitude as to 
far outweigh the cited loss of only $81,000 per year. Furthermore, this small 
difference seems hardly large enough to stigmatize completion of a project that 
not only is so urgently needed but also is economically attractive as a whole, evel 
when the power taxes foregone are included as a project cost. Consequently it 
appeared desirable to reexamine the considerations by which the annual power 
value of $908,100 was derived and to determine its applicability te the particular 
eosts and values within the specific power systems into which the McGee Bend 
power could be absorbed. 

In its evaluation of the McGee Bend power output the Federal Power Con- 
mission based its findings on costs and ratios that were representative of average 
or typical values throughout a region—various components of the estimate 
deriving from various regions, ranging from statewide to nationwide in scope. 
It is believed, rather, that the value of the power to a particular private utility 
company should be measured by the power costs incurred within that particular 
utility’s system. Various components of cost, as well as the aggregate power 
costs, vary between systems—-and the McGee Bend hydropower may thus have 
substantial value to one system and no value at all to another, even though both 
systems are contiguous to the hydroproject. 

An independent report has been prepared in which has been analyzed the 
value of McGee Bend hydro output with particular reference to its utilization iD 
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the power system of the Gulf States Utilities Co. For this analysis the basic data 
on the costs and operations of the plants and systems of the Gulf States Utilities 
(y, have been gathered from available publications of the Federal Power Com- 
nission for the years 1947 through 1953. Based on average cost figures derived 
for this period, it was estimated that the cost of producing and delivering to 
the GSU system load centers an amount of power equivalent to the average 
annual output of McGee Bend would be in the neighborhood of $1,176,400 per 
year, or, evaluated at the high-tension side of the McGee Bend switchyard, 
about $1,076,300 per year. If based on the average costs for only the year 
1958, the corresponding costs would be $1,417,500 and $1,319,600, respectively. 

However, if the value of McGee Bend power were to be based on costs of 
production and transmission due to a brand-new, future, steam-electric plant 
with a heat rate of 10,000 B. t. u. per kilowatt-hour and a fuel cost of 15 cents 
per million B. t. u., aS may be expected sometime around 1960, its annual value 
would be about $1,119,000 at the high-tension bus. For the present average 
fuel price of 10 cents per million B. t. u., the corresponding value would be 
61,054,000. And for the 20-cent rate, its value would be nearly $1,183,000 
per year. 

It thus appears that the maximum value of McGee Bend hydropower at the 
high-tension bus could be in excess of $1,300,000 per year, and that its minimum 
value would increase from about $1,054,000 annually, for conditions to be expected 
in the immediate future, to a value of around $1,200,000, as may be expected 
sometime after 1965. These estimates of annual value of McGee Bend power 
to the Gulf States Utilities Co. in particular thus exceed the estimates of 
economie cost of $989,200 for providing the power from the Federal project. 
And thus, in accordance with Federal policy and procedures for economic 
justification of projects, the power features of the McGee Bend project may be 
adjudged economically feasible. 


Mr. Brastey. I would like to point out that the statements which 
have been made up to now, and those that Mr. Burnett has filed with 
you, in our opinion certainly will justify and establish beyond any 
question of doubt, the need for the project, its feasibility, the local 
contributions, and so forth, which are rather substantial. 

Mr. Easterling has detailed them. 

] would like to emphasize again this is a going project, one under 
way, a single unit composed of a small reregulating dam already 
constructed, and the big dam that we are asking you gentlemen to 
give consideration to helping us get activated again. 

There is a lot of equity in this project over and above what might 
be in a project that had never been started. Our people feel there is a 
definite commitment on the part of LNVA on the one hand, and the 
people they represent in the Federal Government on the other hand, 
because they have been up here through the years and have reached 
an agreement with the engineers and with the Congress and certain 
commitments have been made. 

We feel that there is an unusual degree of equity, and that is what 

we are contending for. 
_ Now, the power which has been questioned in the past year or two 
is immediately salable. There is no question about its sale. Last 
year we came before this Subcommittee on Public Works and placed 
in the record a letter from the local utility wherein they offered in 
writing $800,000 for this power, which is about $38,000 more than the 
cost of the depreciation, interest, maintenance, and operation. That 
is the Army engineers’ figure on the annual total cost. That is a 
matter of record. 

The other major power company to the north of this area, the Texas 
Power & Light Co., indicated recently a great interest in getting at 
least a portion of the power from this dam. Right now, we are in the 
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advanced stages of negotiating with that company for our local co. 
operative to get a tie line, a transmission line, built to the dam site 
in advance of construction of McGee, and the company itself will wind 
up with some $400,000 in a transmission line to the dam site with the 
hope that they will get the output of at least one of these 15,000 kilowatt 
units. 

I think this demonstrates unquestionably that Gulf States has made 
an offer in writing and that the Texas Power & Light Co. is willing 
to invest money in lines on the prospect this power will be available 
some time. 

Our Congressman has already told you of the fine working relation. 
ship of the electric cooperatives in the area. Three of them are repre- 
sented here today. e serve some 24,000 rural consumers in the 
general area of this project. 

The dam itself is in Jasper County, which is somewhat a no man’s 
land because up until this time there has been no private power con- 
pany with transmission facilities still in this county. In fact, most 
of our local cooperatives were built in an area in which there was no 
power supply. That is why we have had to construct transmission 
lines ourselves, and we are buying power from three separate private 
utility companies around the perimeter of our area. This dam is in 
between these companies. Both of them have indicated an interest 
in coming down and getting some of the peeking capacity. We are 
working closely with them and they with us. No one is opposing it 
in-the power field. The power, obviously, will have to be fed into the 
private utility companies’ systems in order to be of maximum benefits. 

We in turn buy from them continuous power and they will be taking 
advantage of the unusual value of peaking capacity. We have a 
very happy relationship. 

What we hope is, gentlemen, you will look into this thing carefully 
and help us to get a small appropriation this year with which to get 
this project activated again. We sincerely believe that it is a going 
project and not a new project. 

Mr. Brooks. I want to thank you. 

Mr. Evins. This is a very interesting project. 

Mr. Brooxs. May I submit two letters before I forget them? One 
is from the Chamber of Commerce of Port Arthur and the other is 
from the Chamber of Commerce of Beaumont, both of whom are 
interested. I would like to submit them for the record. 

Mr. Evins. They will be inserted in the record at this point. 

(The letters referred to are as follows :) 

BEAUMONT CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Beaumont, Texr., May 9, 1959. 
Congressman Jack B. Brooks, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Jack: In connection with your appearance before the Appropriations 
Committee on McGee Bend Dam, we would like to have it entered into the record 
that the Beaumont Chamber of Commerce wholeheartedly supports this project. 

The Beaumont Chamber of Commerce has been a strong supporter of the 
Neches-Angelina Rivers project for many years. We speak for the business and 
professional people of the community in saying that the completion of this 
project is paramount in the best interests of the national economy and in the 
furtherance of national defense. 

We feel that the McGee Bend Dam is a continuation of a project already 
started. The Town Bluff Dam on the Neches River is part and parcel of the 
McGee Bend Dam project. 
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We feel that the United States Government in its relations with the Lower 
xeches Valley Authority has a contractual obligation to complete this project 
pecause of the money that has been advanced by the Lower Neches Valley Au- 
thority in return for what it thought would be a completed project. 

The Federal Government will be repaid many, many times over its investment 
through the increase in new taxable wealth made possible by this national 
resource development. 

On behalf of the citizens of Beaumont and the municipal, agricultural, and 
industrial users of water in the entire valley, we urge your favorable considera- 
tion of our request for appropriations to continue development of the resources 
of the Neches and Angelina Rivers in the form of an appropriation to begin 
construction of McGee Bend Dam. 

Sincerely, 
Howarp J. Hicks, General Manager. 

Mr. Evins. Congressman Brooks has spoken to me and I know to 
other members about this project, and he has manifested a great deal 
of interest in it. It has an interesting background. This whole 
project was approved in 1945, as I understand it. 

Mr. Brooxs. Yes. 

Mr. Evins. It was originally understood that both of these dams 
would be constructed and completed. 

Mr. Brooxs. Yes. 

Mr. Evins. In the meantime, the Corps of Engineers suggested a 
revision of the amount of contribution of the local people, and that 
was approved. The reregulating dam has been built, but you have 
only had planning money for the Big McGee Bend Dam? 

Mr. Brooxs. That is right, about $850,000. 

Mr. Evins. The local people as this date are agreeable to making 
a contribution to see that the project goes forward as originally 
planned, and it is your feeling that the Federal Government has 
defaulted to an extent upon their original agreement? 

Mr. Brooxs. Yes. 

Mr. Evins. And that regulation A-47 has made the situation more 
tight and more difficult ? 

Mr. Brooks. Yes. 

Mr. Evins. That is about a summary of the picture? 

Mr. Brooxs. Yes. 

Mr. Evins. Is that about correct? 

Mr. Brooxs. That is about right. 

Mr. Evins. Tell me, you do not have firm understandings or agree- 
ments as to how this power, if produced, is to be distributed or sold ? 

Mr. Brooks. There is no firm agreement. 

Mr. Evins. But you have some nebulous or tentative agreements? 

Mr. Brooxs. Not quit as nebulous as indicated. The Gulf States 
Utility Co., a private company, has offered to buy this power. Ob- 
viously, it would fit better into their system than a small REA. The 
REA’s are fairly large in our area, but they are small compared to 
the size of the utilities. 

They, in good faith, on April 28, 1954, addressed a letter to the 
the Lower Naches Valley Authority in which they made a firm offer 
to purchase this power at $800,000. I will read this paragraph, which 
is pertinent. 

However, based on data furnished to us at that time, and upon related load 
studies on our system, we hereby offer to purchase the entire electrical output 
of the McGee Bend Dam project for an annual sum of $800,000, payable in equal 
monthly installments, subject to the execution with appropriate governmental 
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authority of a mutually satisfactory agreeement, which, among other things 
shall provide * * *— ; 


and then they have some other details which are fairly reasonable 
and they do include an understanding that the REA’s would have q 
preference and would still be preference customers. 
Mr. Evins. That letter will be inserted in the record at this point. 
(The letter referred to is as follows :) 


GuLF States UriLities CoMPaNy, 
Beaumont, Tex., April 28, 1954. 
Mr. W. F. WEE, 
President, Lower Neches Valley Authority, 
Beaumont, Ten. 


Dear Mr. WEED: We are in full agreement that an adequate supply of fresh 
water is of vital importance to the Beaumont-Port Arthur area. This company 
realizes that its own future is substantially dependent upon the continued 
agricultural and industrial expansion of that area and therefore desires to ¢o- 
operate to the maximum extent warranted by economic considerations in order 
to insure a continuous and reliable source of water supply. 

Various plans have been considered over the years for the conservation of 
water and the incidental production of hydroelectric power on the Neches- 
Angelina Rivers. Some 3 months ago you approached this company and dis- 
cussed the existing status of those plans and submitted certain pertinent data 
thereon requesting that this company study the matter with a view to making 
a concrete offer to purchase the hydroelectric power output as then projected. 
Subsequently, we discussed details of the project with both the Corps of Engin- 
eers, Fort Worth district in Fort Worth, Tex., and with the Federal Power 
Commission in Fort Worth. We were advised that the latest report on the 
project by the Corps of Engineers had not been approved by office of Chief of 
Engineers. However, based on the data furnished us at that time and upon 
related load studies on our own system, we hereby offer to purchase the entire 
electrical output of the McGee Bend project for an annual sum of $800,000, 
payable in equal monthly installments, subject to the execution with appropriate 
governmental authority of a mutually satisfactory agreement, which, among other 
things, shall provide: 

(1) That sufficient primary energy will be available to produce dependable 
peaking capacity of 43,000 kilowatts in any 12 months continual period for 
at least 1,752 hours with a maximum availability in any one month of 151.11 
hours and a minimum availability of 118.99 hours. 

(2) That in addition to the above dependable peaking capacity and accompany- 
ing prime energy, secondary energy of not less than 53,964,000 kilowatt-hours 
per year, averaged over the term of agreement, will be delivered to Gulf States 
Utilities Co. 

(3) Generation of all energy will be as scheduled by Gulf States Utilities Co. 
to meet its load requirements. 

(4) Delivery will be at 138,000 volts at the dam site, with the necessary step 
up substation facilities to be provided by other than Gulf States Utilities Co. 

(6) Scheduled maintenance outages will be coordinated with the maintenance 
program of Gulf States Utilities Co. 

(6) Unless a mutually satisfactory agreement can be reached within a period 
of 3 years from the date hereof, Gulf States Utilities Co. may withdraw this 
offer upon 6 months’ written notice. 

If for any cause whatsoever the dependable peaking capacity, the primary 
energy and/or the secondary energy as above set forth shall not be made 
available to Gulf States Utilities Co., then the annual payment of $800,000 will 
be appropriately revised. 

Yours very truly, 
Gutr Sratres Urirrries Co., 
By R.S. NgELson, President. 


Mr. Evins. It is also your view and feeling that unless this McGee 
Bend Dam is completed, it is not only a defaulting of the original 
plan, but secondly, you have expended money which has not been 
an economic undertaking and has been wasteful ? 
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Mr. Brooks. Virtually so. About $8 million, of which $2 million 
was local and about $6 million was Federal to build this reregulating 
dam Which a large part of the year is nothing but a mud lake, be- 
cause you do not have a sustained flow. 

Mr. Easrertrne. This dam has been completely dried up before 
August ever since it has been built. You can walk across in front 
the dam for the last 3 years since it has been built. 

Mr. Evins. How much has been spent on that in total? 

Mr. Easrertine. $7,500,000 to $8,000,0000. 

Mr. Hanpb. In a period of the last 5 years, have you had any sig- 
nificant interrupations in your industrial plants there by reason of 
the shortage of water ? 

Mr. Eastertrnc. We have ordered curtailment of use. We have 
prorated to the rice farmers. We have prorated each year to the 
rice acreage. 

Mr. Hann. But my question was, has there been any significant 
interruption in your industrial plants there by reason of the short: age 
of water ¢ 

Mr. Easrernine. No ignificant interruption, but there can be 
very easily. 

Mr. Hanp. You spoke about some deal with the corps which caused 
you to amend your local assurance. Was there any formal repre- 
sentation made by the corps in that connection, any exchange be- 
tween your authority and the corps in writing, or otherwise, wherein 
they asked you to amend your assurance ? 

Mr. Eastertine. I do not know. We had so many conversations. 
Right now, it is difficult for me to remember whether we had any cor- 
respondence about it or not. I think that the understanding was in 
a telephone call from the Chief’s office to the president of our author- 
ity, stating the situation that had developed by the shortage of funds 

for public works, and if we would put up this $2 million at that time 
the Government could then put up enough money to where they could 
let a finish-up construction project. 

Mr. Hanp, Is there any evidence of a power shortage in the area? 

Mr. Eastertine. No; no definite power shortage. 

[ have a statement that I would like to submit for the record. 

Mr. Evins. It will be inserted in the record at this point. 

(The statement is as follows :) 


NECHES, ANGELINA Rivers, TEX. (MCGEE BEND DAM)—BrIeEr or LOWER NECHES 
VALLEY AUTHORITY AN AGENCY OF THE STATE OF TEXAS 


The Neches River with its tributary, the Angelina River, is the largest river 
within the State of Texas. Its annual runoff is over 5 million acre-feet and 
it is navigable by deep-sea vessels from the gulf up to Beaumont. In the lower 
‘alley there is located the Nation's principal oil refining and petrochemical 
‘enter, also there is extensive rice culture in this area. 

The whole river valley suffers from periodic winter and spring floods and 
serious droughts and water shortages in the summer months. 

In 1945 the Congress authorized the development and control of these rivers 
by construction of two major multiple purpose dams each with a smaller reregula- 
ting dam. This authorization was based on an engineering study and cost 
estimate which was completed in 1939. The cost estimate at that time was 
between 28 and 29 million dollars. This study reflected that the benetits 
exceeded the costs by an acceptable margin. 

Immediately after this authorization the Corps of Engineers began and 
produced a new and up-to-date engineering project report and cost estimate. 
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This project report was submitted to the area affected at a public meeting 
held in November 1946 and attended by hundreds of supporting citizens of thy 
watershed area. 

This report stated that the principal purposes of the original authorizatin 
could be accomplished by construction of one big dam on the Angelina River calig 
McGee Bend Dam, with a small reregulating dam immediately below it whiq 
was designated dam B, It was recommended that the construction of the pig 
dam on the upper Neches River be indefinitely deferred. : 

It stated that these two dams would adequately control floods in the whok 
lower river systems, would provide navigation benefits, a bountiful supply of 
fresh water and have an installed hydroelectric power capacity of 43,0 
kilowatts. 

This report reflected that the estimated cost of McGee Bend Dam wa 
$43,921,500 and dam B at $6,464,000. 

The Corps of Engineers reported that the benefits of the project had increase 
commensurate with the costs, and that their studies and reports reflects 
that McGee Bend Dam and dam B considered as a single operating unit producej 
a cost to benefits ratio of 1 to 1.44. 

The 1945 authorization provided that before any element of the project te 
started that the State of Texas or some local interest make assurances satis. 
factory to the Secretary of the Army that it would contribute $5 million toward 
the cost of construction after the whole project was completed. 

The Lower Neches Valley Authority is an agency of the State of Texas engaged 
in distributing the waters of the Neches River to area cities, industry and 
extensive rice farming. The Corps of Engine¢rs invited the Lower Neches 
Valley Authority to join with the Federal Government to secure construction 
of the project by making the $5 million assurance. The authority agreed to d 
this. 

Due to extensive water shortages in the industrial and agricultural area, jt 
was decided to construct dam B first in order that its waters could serve as 
a temporary additional supply during and pending construction of McGee Beni 
Dam. 

In 1947 the Corps of Engineers budgeted funds for beginning of construction 
of dam B in the amount of $1,300,000. In 1947 the Corps of Engineers appeared 
before the appropriations Committee of Congress with their records and state 
ments of the overall cost of the McGee Bend and dam B project as reflected 
by the above project report of 1946, and requested funds to insure the beginning 
of construction of dam B as the first element of the project. Prior to this on 
January 30, 1947, the Lower Neches Valley Authority had made its formal 
assurance of the payment of $5 million toward the cost of construction ($2 mil- 
lion on completion of dam B and $3 million on completion of McGee Bend Dam) 
of the McGee Bend and dam B project and this agreement and assurance had 
been accepted and approved by the Secretary of War. In 1947 at the hearings 
before the appropriations committees these facts were fully brought out and 
the Congress appropriated $1,300,000 which permitted beginning of construction 
of dam B. 

In September of 1947, after conferences with the Corps of Engineers, in order 
to expedite the early completion of dam B the authority amended its assurance 
and agreed to contribute $2 million toward the cost of construction of dam B 
during the period of construction and $3 million on completion of McGee Bend 
Dam. In 1948 the Corps of Engineers appeared before the Appropriations Con- 
mittees in support of $1,800,000 for completing construction of dam B. All of 
the above facts were submitted to the Appropriations Committees and the 
appropriation was made by Congress. 

With the small reregulating dam B nearing completion the Corps of En¢i- 
neers following their announced procedure began laying the groundwork for 
starting McGee Bend Dam, without which dam B would have little value in 
the project. 

In 1949, before completion of dam B, the Corps of Engineers appeared before 
the Appropriations Committees in support of their budgeted item of $200,00 
for advance planning on McGee Bend Dam. This appropriation was also made. 
And at that time the authority paid to the Government $1,500,000 of the 
$2 million. 

In July 1950 the authority paid the remaining $500,000 to the Government 
toward the cost of dam B. 
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In 1951 the Corps of Engineers’ representative, Colonel Potter, appeared 
pefore the House Appropriations Committee and referring to the Korean war 
emergency and necessary curtailment of public works stated: 

“J may assure the committee that this list of projects are those which we see 
as the next necessary and fit into the defense and essential civilian economy 
programs. This list reflects a considerable and drastic reduction from the 
number of projects we have normally had for plans. We felt that the continu- 
ation of plans on all the projects that we have planned in the past is not 
advisable until this defense situation is ameliorated somewhat and there is 
more of a prospect of getting started on the construction. However these are 
projects on which construction should be started.” 

McGee Bend Dam was among these nine projects, and $75,000 was requested 
for advance planning. Colonel Potter informed the committee that $850,000 
had been allotted to McGee Bend Dam up to that date and that this $75,000 
would practically complete the planning. He stated that they were then ready 
for initial contracts on the’construction. 

At each of these hearings on McGee Bend the committee was informed that 
the authority had made the assurance and agreement to contribute $3 million 
toward the cost of construction of McGee Bend Reservoir. 

During all of these hearings and other proceedings nothing was said to indicate 
that the 1 to 1.44 cost to benefit ratio had been disturbed, and the Congress and 
the authority were aware that the cost of McGee Bend Dam would be in excess 
of $40 million. Certainly no one asked that the $5 million contribution of the 
authority be increased. 

In 1953 we were definitely informed by the division engineer and the district 
engineer that the new methods and formulas for computation of benefits and 
costs attributable to hydroelectric power and water supply and directed by the 
3Zureau of the Budget for public-works projects, when applied to the McGee 
Bend project created conditions which left the Corps of Engineers powerless 
to budget and obtain approval of further funds for the beginning of construction 
of McGee Bend Dam. We have waited patiently for 3 years with no new de- 
velopments. Our area’s growth and development, like this project, has come to 
a halt. 

From this review it is obvious that definite commitments have been made by 
both the Federal Government and the authority and large sums of money and 
nuch time and work have gone into this project with the understanding and 
knowledge that it was authorized by Congress and the project actually under 
construction. 

The Lower Neches Valley Authority has only limited financial resources de- 
pendent on revenues derived from the distribution and delivery of water to mu- 
nicipalities, industries, and agriculture. Although it is an agency of the State 
of Texas, it has no power to tax. By paying into this project $2 million and 
firmly pledging an additional $3 million the authority feels that it is irrevocably 
tied with the Federal Government in the program of adequately and properly 
developing this great river system so important to the national economy and 
defense. 

In making these payments and commitments the authority has seriously im- 
pounded its resources and credit. 

Rather than assume the position that these above-outlined commitments and 
agreements and the construction of dam B, which is an integral part of McGee 
Bend Dam, has created a condition and obligation that compels the Federal 
Government to proceed with this project on the basis of the original condition 
that the local interest contribute $5 million toward the cost of the whole project, 
the Authority during the past year and up to this date has joined with the 
engineers in a cooperative effort to work out a fair and equitable basis whereby 
this multiple-purpose project can proceed along the same lines and provide the 
same benefits as provided in the original authorization. 

As stated above, the two features of this project that evidently met the re- 
quirements of the formulas for computing costs to benefits up to 1953, but now 
fall — of present budgetary procedures, are hydroelectric power and water 
supply. 

The 1954 report of the Corps of Engineers states that the economic cost of 
the hydroelectric power amounts to $989,200 annually, the Federal Power Com- 
mission has fixed the value or benefit of the power output at $908,000 annually. 
The incremental project costs chargeable to power is fixed at $762,000. 

The authority has employed a consulting hydroelectrical engineer who has 
made a comprehensive study of the power features of this project. He will 
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submit to you his report and statement which we believe will convince this ey. 
mittee that the actual value of this power to the Government amounts to §) 
million annually under present conditions and within a few years it will be of , 
value far above $1 million annually. 

The upper Neches and Angelina Valleys are in a fringe area between twy 
private power utility companies. It is a prosperous farming, small manufag 
turing, and lumbering area. It is served by three large REA cooperatives, Rep. 
resentatives of these cooperatives will testify to the need and value of this 
power to them now and in the future. 

The Lower Neches Valley Authority is directly interested in the water-supply 
features of this project. Fresh water supply is a serious problem in the lowe 
area. The Gulf Oil Co., the Texas Co., Socony-Vacuum, Pure Oil, and Atlantip 
Refining Co. all have their principal oil refineries in this area. In addition t 
this the Nation’s largest synthetic-rubber plant, and many petrochemical plants 
are located here. These plants process in excess of 700,000 barrels of oil daily, 
This is the center of the gulf coast Rice Belt. Due to water shortages the 
authority irrigates only 55,000 acres of rice yearly. There are over 300,0y 
acres of available riceland that in the future can be put into production. 

Due to its wealth of natural resources, this section of the gulf coast has ex. 
perienced a remarkable growth during the past 15 years. During this period 
the industrial and municipal water use has increased 300 percent. We know 
that this is just the beginning of our growth and industrial expansion. The 
above-named water consumers require 1 billion gallons of fresh water daily 
during the irrigation season. The normal flow of the river is not enough ty 
supply this demand. Each year since dam B has been completed its reservoir 
has been completely emptied before the end of summer. Large additional sup- 
plies of fresh water are badly needed now, and even greater quantities will be 
required in the future. 

At the time in 1947 when the agreement was made with the Government, the 
authority felt that this project as outlined in the 1946 report, and which was 
to cost $43 million plus for McGee Bend Dam and $6 million plus for dam B, 
would provide through normal operation of the reservoir for flood-control re- 
leases and hydroelectric power production, a greatly enhanced flow in the Neches 
River during critical water-shortage periods. The authority felt that this 
additional water was worth the required $5 million contribution. 

As stated above, at the time of the authorization of this project in 1945 the 
estimated cost was $29 million. The requirement for local contribution of 
$5 million amounted to about 18 percent of the cost of the multiple-purpose devel- 
opment which would provide the desired water supply benefits. 

Conditions are such in the areas affected that there is a critical need for this 
project now. It is obvious that there is a necessity for the Lower Neches Valley 
Authority to contribute more money to the project. The authority is willing 
to go as far as it is financially able in this respect. The authority being a non- 
profit, nontaxing State agency dependent on its revenues necessarily must sta) 
within its resources. The authority is now carrying an indebetedness of approx- 
imately $4 million, $2 million of which was incurred by the issuance of revenue 
bonds to pay into dam B construction. 

With these facts in mind, the authority feels that the following is as fair 
and equitable solution of this problem as can be worked out: The authority will 
agree with the Federal Government that in addition to the assurance already 
made which requires the payment of $3 million on completion of McGee Bend 
Dam, it will further assure and bind itself that after such completion that it 
will further pay to the Government $200,000 per year for a period of 50 yeras. 

Under this agreement the authority will now be paying into this project ou 
account of a portion of the water supply benefits a total payment of $15 million. 
This amount is in excess of 18 percent of the present costs of dam B and McGee 
Bend Dam. 

This offer is fair and equitable because it is equal to the 18 percent required 
in the original authorization and this percentage was originally based upon the 
relationship of benefits expected to accrue through improved water supply to the 
total overall benefits expected from the comprehensive project. 

The Office of the Chief of Engineers has comprehensive up-to-date studies and 
reports on all phases of this project. They know of our appearance here and 
will be able to give the committee any additional information required. 

Therefore on the basis that this project has already been started and the 
commitments and obligations that have been entered into by the Government 
and the authority, we believe that the Congress is the only agency with the 
power and authority to determine whether or not this project shall be constructed. 
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We, therefore, appeal to this committee to place an amendment in the civil 
works appropriation bill an item for beginning of construction of McGee Bend 
pam. In order that substantial progress can be made in getting the work 
ynderway, we feel that the amount should be a minimum of $1 million. We 
will be agreeable to attaching a rider to such appropriation which shall provide 
that before any construction is started or any of the funds spent or obligated, 
that the Lower Neches Valley Authority shall in addition to the assurances 
already made which require the payment of $3 million on completion of McGee 
pend Dam, further assure and bind itself with the proper agency of the United 
States Government that after such completion it will pay to the United States 
covernment $200,000 per year for a period of 50 years. 


Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Brooks. 
Mr. Brooxs. Thank you very much for your courtesy. 


Wepnespay, May 11, 1955. 


San LORENzO CREEK PROJECT 
WITNESS 


HON. GEORGE P. MILLER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Evins. The committee will next hear our friend and colleague, 
Mr. Miller of California. 

Mr. Mruter. Mr. Chairman, I appear here in the interest of an 
PPT to complete certain surveys and certain preliminary 
work on the San Lorenzo Creek project in Alameda County, Calif 


Evidence and a formal statement were filed before this committee 
by the local people who were here some time ago. I believe that they 
filed some statements with you. I have copies. 

Mr. Evins. Testimony has been received by the committee. 

Mr. Minter. [am not going to duplicate what they have had to say. 

San Lorenzo Creek rises in southern Alameda C ounty. An original 
survey was undertaken and a report was made in 1938. At that time 
the engineers said that the ratio of cost to benefits did not warrant 
the spending of the money to control the flood on this creek. It ran 
through what was then a very rich agricultural land. The whole 
watershed of this creek today is one of the most intensely settled 
areas in southern Alameda C ounty in the east bay area of California. 

The flood dangers are still there. Three years ago a levee brook and 
the water overran the banks and it could have done $7 million to $8 
million worth of damage to a whole new home settlement in the area. 
The people are conscious of that. 

Shortly after that there was a law passed by the Legislature that 
provided for the establishment of service districts so the at they could 
then set up their own tax authority to serve this area. 

Asa result of that flood the Federal Government spent about $40,000 
out of emergency funds to relieve the condition. The people have 
voted bonds, and the control of this creek is principally underway 
on a cooperative basis. 

The State of California, the local people, and the Federal Gov- 
ernment in a flood control project have a certain obligation, and all 
we are seeking is this money to pick up part of the Federal Govern- 
ment’s chips in the flood control of this creek. It offers a lot of prob- 
lems because in the early planning stages it was thought that they 
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could line this creek with concrete and increase some of its gradienis 
open the channels where it runs into the bay. When these creck 
et into the lowlands they delta out and run over a large flood plain 
hose plains are used by the salt industry as dehydrating ponds, | 
is the basis of the chemical industry there in that area. 

This one runs through a powder works that went out there early jy 
get far out from civilization and they now find themselves on tly 
edge of a great municipal development. 

It now appears that a concrete lined ditch is going to stop tly 
percolation of the water that supplies the wells in the flat land and j 
quite essential in the lower reaches of the valley. So we have to & 
other things in order to retain the benefits, the beneficial use of wy. 
ter, while we are trying to get rid of its adverse and evil effects, 

In the West, water is at once the friend and the enemy of man. Yq 
cannot get along without it and at certain times of the year we gy 
too much of it, and it does untold damage. 

Now, I would like to speak off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

I may say that this is the most rapidly growing section of northem 
California. The local people have met all of the requirements as to 
financial and other contributions requested of them. 

I beseech your consideration. 

Mr. Evrns. There have been some budgeted funds for the San Fran. 
cisco area submitted in this budget. The item for which you ar 
requesting funds is not specifically included. 

Mr. Miixer. I do not know why it is not, and that is why I have come 
here to make a plea for it. I realize that there may be some surplus 
money in those budgeted funds and they have a certain latitude in 
using them. 

Mr. Evins. And it is your hope if such funds are available, and if 
the present budget request for this area is approved, some of thes 
funds will be used for these purposes ? 

Mr. Mutter. That is right. I would have no hesitancy in asking that 
they be raised an additional $175,000. 

Mr. Evins. As usual, you make a very appealing and persuasive 
argument. 

Mr. Mitxter. Thank you very much. 


Patntep Rock Dam 
WITNESSES 


J. D. MANSFIELD, YUMA, ARIZ., REPRESENTING SIX IRRIGATION 
DISTRICTS IN ARIZONA AND ONE IN CALIFORNIA, AND THE CITY 
OF YUMA AND COUNTY OF YUMA, ARIZ. 

R. H. McELHANEY, VICE CHAIRMAN, ARIZONA INTERSTAT! 
STREAM COMMISSION 

COL. E. S. J. ERVINE, MEMBER, BOARD OF DIRECTORS, WELLTOY- 
MOHAWK IRRIGATION AND DRAINAGE DISTRICT 


Mr. Evins. The committee has received a request from Senator 
Hayden that we hear testimony of his constituents from Arizona 
concerning projects in that State. 
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Mr. Mansrietp. Mr. Chairman, my name is J. D. Mansfield, of 
‘uma, Ariz. Mr. Eaton is tied up with a concurrent hearing in the 
‘onate committee so we came ourselves. 

I have with me R. H. McElhaney, who is a vice chairman of the 
\rizona Interstate Stream Commission, and was a former president 
fthe Wellton-Mohawk Irrigation and Drainage District of Wellton ; 
nd Col. E. S. J. Ervine, who is a member of the board of directors 
f the district. 

We appear here today in an effort to use our time with you gentle- 
nen to our best advantage. I have been authorized to spread for six 
irrigation districts in Arizona and one in California, which is some- 
rhat unusual, as well as the city of Yuma and the county of Yuma, 
n the appropriation for Painted Rock Dam. 

I think it might be best to file first for the record a prepared 
statement and then I could highlight the statement. 

Mr. Evins. The statement will be received and we will be pleased 
to have you highlight your statement. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


ont STATEMENT OF WELLTON-MOHAWK IRRIGATION AND DRAINAGE DISTRICT, 
Yuma CouNTy WATER USERS ASSOCIATION, UNIT B IRRIGATION AND DRAINAGE 
District, NorTH GILA VALLEY IRRIGATION District, YUMA IRRIGATION District, 
YumMA Mesa IRRIGATION AND DRAINAGE District, ALL LOCATED IN ARIZONA, 
City or YUMA, ARIz., AND IMPERIAL IRRIGATION DIsTrIct LOCATED IN CALIFORNIA, 
IN SUPPORT OF APPROPRIATIONS FOR COMPLETION OF PLANNING AND INITIATION 
Or CONSTRUCTION BY THE CORPS OF ENGINEERS OF PAINTED RooK DAm LOCATED 
on GILA RIVER 


The following statement is joined in by the irrigation districts and political 
subdivisions of the States of Arizona and California, as follows: 

The Wellton-Mohawk Irrigation and Drainage District which is located in 
Arizona on the Gila River approximately 40 miles east of the city of Yuma, 
Ariz. It is a reclamation project upon which construction is almost complete 
at an approximate cost of $42 million and contains 75,000 irrigable acres of 
farmland. 

The Yuma County Water Users Association, representing the Yuma project, 
is one of the oldest reclamation projects on the Colorado river and contains 
approximately 50,000 irrigable acres in the Yuma Valley directly west and south 
of the city of Yuma. A part of this same project is located in the State of 
California and covers about 15,000 acres of Indian land and privately owned 
lands. That area is directly north of the city of Yuma, Ariz. 

The Imperial Irrigation District, located in the Imperial Valley of Cali- 
fornia and at the present time has under cultivation and irrigation approxi- 
ately 600,000 acres. 

Yuma Mesa Irrigation and Drainage District, Unit B Irrigation and Drainage 
District, North Gila Valley Irrigation District, and the Yuma Irrigation District 
are irrigation districts located in the area adjacent to Yuma Ariz., and contain 
approximately 43,000 irrigable acres. 

The purpose of this joint presentation of the districts and political subdivisions 
of Arizona and California is to urge the following appropriations to the Secre- 
tary of the Army for use by the Corps of Engineers on the completion of plans 
and initiation of construction of Painted Rock Dam Reservoir on the Gila River 
during the coming year. The requested appropriations are as follows: 

1 $90,000 which is in the budget request before the committee for completion 
of planning. 

2. $1,000,000 for construction work during the coming fiscal year. 

Ks $25,000 for preliminary investigations and surveys for the downstream 
channel, 

Before we discuss the details of the requested appropriations, may we point 
out that the appearance of these organizations from Arizona and California 
before the committee is unusual and somewhat different from the testimony this 
committee usually receives from interested organizations and individuals. Or- 
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dinarily requests for flood-control purposes are from organizations and individ. 
uals who have built or otherwise encroached on hazardous areas and in tury 
they ask for certain types of flood-control assistance from the United States 
In our case that is not true. Our hazards and dangers have been increased jy 
action taken by the United States. ‘ 

Article 12a of the United States’ Water Treaty of 1944 with Mexico require 
that Mexico construct, within a period of 5 years from the date of the treaty, 
a diversion structure in the Colorado River below the point where the interna. 
tional land boundary line intersects the Colorado River. The Morales Dam was 
constructed by Mexico pursuant to the treaty and was completed in 1950, tha 
being within 5 years from the effective date of the treaty with Mexico, All con. 
panion works necessary for flood control in connection therewith were to be 
built by the United States in this country with a certain cost-sharing ratio wit) 
Mexico. Studies by the organization charged with carrying out the treaty, that 
is, the International Boundary and Water Commission, were undertaken in ¢). 
laboration with the Corps of Engineers, the Bureau of Reclamation, and the 
Geological Survey. Those studies showed that without flood control on the 
lower Gila River a peak discharge of 310,000 cubic feet per second could be ex. 
pected to occur in the lower Colorado River at Yuma, Ariz. 

On May 6, 1950, the International Boundary and Water Commission repre 
senting Mexico and the United States, reached an agreement whereby levee 
would be constructed along the lower Colorado River to contain a peak flow of 
310,000 second-feet. The cost of such work was to be shared between the Unite 
States and Mexico pursuant to pertinent provisions of the treaty. Shortly after. 
ward the Congress of the United States, by the act of May 17, 1950, authorized 
the construction of Painted Rock Dam on the lower Gila River in Arizona as a 
flood-control measure. This dam would reduce the maximum probable flood 
discharge at Yuma, Ariz., in the lower Colorado River to 140,000 cubic feet per 
second and would also provide a greater degree of protection than levees alone. 
For this reason the United States and Mexico have constructed jointly the lower 

solorado River levee system and its design, and construction based upon the 
immediate construction of Painted Rock Dam as authorized by Congress and the 
resulting reduction in the peak flow at Yuma, Ariz., to 140,000 second-feet. We 
are now placed in the position where Morales Dam was completed according to 
the treaty and placed into operation in 1950, but the companion Painted Rock 
Dam which the United States is obligated to build is not yet under construction 

Since the authorization of the construction of Painted Rock Dam by the Con- 
gress of United States, the Wellton-Mohawk Division of the Gila project has 
been constructed along the lower reaches of the Gila River. Its main canal 
system, as well as the lateral distribution system, has also been engineered and 
designed upon the basis that Painted Rock Dam would be constructed as author- 
ized by Congress on May 17, 1950. This project by midsummer of this year 
will have almost two-thirds of its acreage under irrigation. It is developing at 
a more rapid pace than was thought possible at the time the original studies 
were made on Painted Rock Dam. This one development alone represents an 
investment of some $42 million by the irrigation district, not to mention at least 
$25 million which have been invested by the farmers in developing their lands 
and building their homes in the community. 

As has been brought out in this hearing and earlier hearings, the disastrous 
1916 flood on the lower Colorado River was occasioned very largely by dis- 
charges from the Gila River into the Colerado at their point of confluence just 
above Yuma, Ariz, If a major flood occurred prior to the construction of Painted 
Rock Dam, the following results could very easily happen. The new Wellton- 
Mohawk Division of the Gila project would have a major portion of its carriage 
and distribution system completely washed out and ruined. The flood would then 
proceed downstream and inundate the areas encompassed within the North Gila 
Irrigation District and the Yuma Irrigation District, both of which are located 
near the confluence of the Gila and Colorado Rivers. Because of the difference i 
gradient of the two rivers, great amounts of debris and other solid material 
would be deposited at that point. The result of such deposits would be to breach 
the present inadequate levee system as constructed by the United States and 
Mexico, and spread the river into the cultivated Indian lands, as well as the 
privately owned lands in that portion of the Yuma project located in California. 
It would also breach the main canal system of the Yuma project. This associa- 
tion serves approximately 50,000 acres with irrigation water. 

The levee system protecting the city of Yuma and the Yuma Valley would 
also be breached and thereby flood extensive urban and rural improvements. Pos- 
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sibly the river would develop a new channed and bypass Mexico’s Morales Dam. 
If such a flood should reach into the Volcanic Lake area of the lower Colorado 
River delta, it would damage the All-America Canal syphon across the New 
piver in Imperial Valley, Calif., as well as the All-American and West Side 
main canal of the Imperial Irrigation District. The breaching of the All-Amer- 
supply of irrigation water to a minimum of 91,000 acres in the Imperial Irriga- 
tion District. This interruption of supply could result in the loss of the 
entire crop of that acreage. 

To briefly recapitulate, a major flood, by destroying the main canal systems of 
the projects listed above, could cut off the irrigation water supply to approxi- 
mately 245,000 acres of land. Based upon current average crop values of $300 
per acre, the loss from this one phase alone would be approximately $73,500. 
This does not take into consideration the other physical damages which would 
come as a result of such a flood to farmlands, buildings, canal systems, and urban 
improvements in and adjacent to the city of Yuma, Ariz. 

Therefore, it is readily apparent that the immediate construction of Painted 
hock Dam is essential if these large flood-damage losses are to be prevented. 
As stated earlier, the United States has contributed to the increase of this hazard 
and danger. In fairness to the people and organizations that have made millions 
upon millions of dollars of investments in these areas, United States should 
proceed at the greatest possible speed with the completion of planning and begin 
construction upon Painted Rock Dam this year. With a minimum 4 to 5 years 
for construction of the dam, it would be 1959 or 1960 before it could be placed into 
operation. This would be 10 years from the date when the need of this work 
was greatly increased by action taken by United States. 

As a further example of the immediate need for initiation of construction 
work, many lending institutions are desirous and willing to loan development 
capital to bring in new lands. However, they have stated that due to flood 
hazards, those loans must be deferred until such time as actual construction of 
Painted Rock Dam has begun. 

The appropriaton of the $90,000 requested in the budget before the committee 
will allow completion of planning early in the coming fiscal year. The appro- 
priation of $1 million for construction would permit the construction of access 
roads and campsite as well as provide a start on real-estate acquisition almost 
immediately. The $25,000 appropriation would allow the preliminary investiga- 
tions and surveys of the downstream channel to begin promptly. We sincerely 
and respectfully request favorable action on these requests. 

Wellton-Mohawk Irrigation and Drainage District, by Frank Batley, 
President; Yuma County Water Users Association, by Ernest J. 
Johannsen, President; Imperial Irrigation District, by Evan T. 
Hewes, President; Unit B Irrigation and Drainage District, by 
G. C. Morse, President; North Gila Valley Irrigation District, by 
Frank M. Ferguson, President; Yuma Irrigation District, by Lee 
S. Bradley, President; Yuma Mesa Irrigation and Drainage Dis- 
trict, by John Gardner, President; City Yuma, Ariz., by Hugh 
Faulds, Mayor: County of Yuma, Ariz., by G. H. Strohm, Chair- 
man, Board of Supervisors, 


Mr. Mansrtetp. I represent, as I said before, six irrigation dis- 
tricts, all of which are on the Gila River as well as at the confluence 
of the Gila and Colorado Rivers just above Yuma. 

Congressman Jensen of the subcommittee is quite familiar with our 
project. We worked with him quite a few years and I know he is 
familiar with the physical details of it. 

There is also joined with us the Imperial Irrigation District on the 
west side of the Colorado River below the confluence of the Gila River 
and the Colorado River. They are equally concerned with the flood 
dangers that now exist because of lack of flood control on the Gila 
River, 

At the outset I would like to point this out, because we appear before 
this committee, I believe, in a most unusual position. Ordinarily peo- 
ple come before the committee requesting funds for flood control be- 
cause there has been an encroachment on the fiood plain. In our case 
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that is not true. The dangers and hazards which we have today haye 
been increased by a treaty entered into between the United States anq 
the Republic of Mexico and actions which have been taken under that 
treaty. I would like to make that point particularly clear so that it js 
understandable. 

In 1944 the United States and Mexico negotiated a water treaty, 
It was a water treaty which effected the division of waters of the Col. 
rado River as well as the Rio Grande River. 

Under article 12a of the treaty the Republic of Mexico was required 
to construct a dam in the Colorado River. They had to construct this 
dam within a period of 5 years from the date of the treaty, so that that 
dam had to be completed by 1950. The dam, which is known as the 
Morelos Dam, has been built on the Colorado River just below the city 
of Yuma, just a few miles downstream after the confluence of the 
Colorado and Gila Rivers. This dam was placed in operation in 1950, 

By this same treaty which the United States entered into with 
Mexico, this was required to be done under article 13 of the treaty, 
The treaty itself set up the International Boundary and Water Con- 
mission. There is a Dasmustaianer for the American section and a 
Commissioner for the Mexican section. They have joint engineering 
staffs. Article 13 required the Commission to study, investigate, and 
pee plans for flood control on the lower Colorado River between 

mperial Dam and the Gulf of Mexico in both the United States and 
Mexico, and further required the Commission, in a minute, to refer to 
the two Governments their report as to the work to be constructed by 
each Government. The minute, of course, is an agreement that is 
signed by both parties and is supplemental to the treaty. This is the 
important part: 

The two Governments agree to construct through their respective sections of 
the Commission such works as may be recommended by the Commission and 
approved by the two Governments, each Government to pay the cost of the works 
constructed by it. 

Then it goes into the operation and maintenance of the works. 

The treaty was ratified by the United States and went in effect in 
1945. Mexico constructed Morelos Dam, which went into operation 
in 1950. 

Shortly prior to that time, and pursuant to the treaty, Mexico and 
the United States, through their joint engineering staffs, prepared a 
study of the Colorado River, particularly of that section below the 
confluence of the Gila River. Those studies showed—by the way, the 
Corps of Engineers as well as the Bureau of Reclamation and the 
Gedloaioal Survey participated in those studies—that without flood 
control on the lower Gila River a peak discharge of 310,000 second- 
feet could be expected to occur in the lower Colorado River at Yuma, 
Ariz. 

So on May 6, 1950, pursuant to this treaty, the International Bound- 
ary and Water Commission, representing Mexico and the United 
States, reached an agreement whereby levees would be constructed 
along the lower Colorado River to contain a peak flow of 310,000 
second-feet, and the cost of such work was to be shared between the 
United States and Mexico. The United States was to construct it. 
Mexico took its money and deposited it in a bank in the United States 
and the work was to proceed. 
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On May 17, 1950, the Congress of the United States authorized 
the construction of Painted Rock Dam on the lower Gila River in 
Arizona as a flood-control measure. This dam would reduce the 
maximum probable flood discharge at Yuma in the lower Colorado 
River to 140,000 second-feet and would also provide a greater degree 
of protection than levees alone. 

After this was done the two engineering staffs got together and 
by appropriate minutes reduced the design of the levee system to 
contain the flow of 140,000 second-feet, based upon the immediate 
construction of Painted Rock Dam. The dam was authorized and 
planning work began on it. 

Prior to that time and as of now the levee systems have been built 
to contain this flow of 140,000 second-feet, but it is a little bit of a 
horse before the cart because upstream we do not have Painted Rock 
Dam constructed yet. 

The appropriation request now before the committee for $90,000 
will allow completion of planning for the construction of Painted 
tock Dam. The field district engineer tells us that the planning work 
could be completed probably within the first 4 months of the coming 
fiscal year and that they would then be in a position to proceed with 
their construction work. In the budget you have before you there is 
an item of $90,000 to complete the planning. 

Our purpose in appearing for the 6 irrigation districts in Arizona, 
as well as the 1 in California and the city of Yuma, is to request the 
committee to appropriate $1 million for the construction work to begin 
during the coming fiscal year as well as $25,000 for preliminary in- 
vestigations and studies of the channel below Painted Rock. 

As I say, we are in this position. Under the treaty Morelos Dam 
has been built. The plug is in the river, and the levees have been 
built. So we have the plug in the river and the levee system, but 
Painted Rock is still in the planning stage. So we are requesting that 
construction work be begun during the coming fiscal year on Painted 
Rock Dam. Assuming construction began during the coming fiscal 
year, at best it would be either 4 or 5 years before the closure is actu- 
ally made in the Gila River. So if we start today we know we have 
) years of peril before us, but we know that in 5 years the closure 
would be made. 

The 1916 flood on the lower Colorado River was occasioned very 
largely by discharges from the Gila River into the Colorado at their 
point of confluence just above Yuma. If another major flood oc- 
curred prior to the construction of Painted Rock Dam, the new Well- 
ton-Mohawk division of the Gila project would have a major portion 
of its carriage and distribution system completely washed out. The 
flood would then proceed downstream and inundate the areas within 
the North Gila Irrigation District and the Yuma Irrigation District, 
both of which are located near the confluence of the Gila and Colo- 
rado Rivers. Because of the difference in gradient of the two rivers, 
large amounts of debris and other material would be deposited at 
that point, resulting in a breach of the present levee system and 
spreading the river into the cultivated Indian lands as well as pri- 
vately owned lands in the portion of the Yuma project located in Cali- 
fornia. It would also breach the main canal system of the Yuma 
project. 
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The levee system protecting the city of Yuma and the Yuma Valle 
would also be nema and extensive urban and rural improvemeni 
would be flooded. Possibly the river would develop a new channel anj 
bypass Morelos Dam. If such a flood should reach into the Voleaniy 
Lake area of the lower Colorado River Delta, it would damage thy 
All-American Canal siphon across the New River Imperial Valley. 
Calif., as well as the All-American and West Side Main Canal of tiy 
Imperial Irrigation District. The breaching of the All-America \{y 
Canal or the West Side Main Canal would result in the interruptiofi \r 
in the supply of irrigation water to a minimum of 90,000 acres in thll)ave 
Imperial Irrigation District. This interruption in the water supplithe b 
could result in the loss of the entire crop of that acreage. Bw 

Ail told, a major flood could cut off the irrigation water supply ui Mr 
approximately 245,000 acres of land. Out there our crop yields anf Mr 
quite high, approximately $300 per acre, so that the loss to crops alonfilMor lat 
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from 1 flood would be approximately $73,500,000 in the 1 year. Mr 
That is why in our situation 1 year makes quite a lot of differenefi Mi 
because it could wipe out the entire capital investment as well as theappr' 
crops. Mi 
We are in this situation not necessarily because of acts of our ow. Mi 
and we are here to ask the United States to carry out as rapidly as pos Mpriat 
sible the obligations assumed by the treaty of 1945. This is not a casi posit 
of our encroaching on the flood plan. This is a case where the United Mi 
States has contributed to the increase of the hazard and danger. in th 
I have Mr. McElhaney and Colonel Ervine with me. They plant \b 
make no statements. If any of you have any questions I shall try ioffnomi 
answer them. M 
Mr. Evins. In other words, the treaty was entered into in 1945 ani M 
under the terms of the treaty this project would go forward providel fi \ 
it was approved by the respective governments ? of th 
Mr. Mansrrevp. Yes. M 


Mr. Evins. And our Government has approved that project because fi hap 
in 1950 the Painted Rock Dam project was authorized ? M 
Mr. Mansrrievp. Yes. (1 
Mr. Evins. And the project is advancing on schedule and money i 
in the budget for additional planning, but what you are complaining i yon, 
about is, it is not moving fast enough ? ( 
Mr. Mansrretp. We are not complaining. We are saying the con- 
struction phase of it could begin in about 4 months after the begin- 
ning of the next fiscal year and thereby save at least 8 months’ time I yj; 
Mr. Evins. So you are asking $1 million for construction work a Hi the ¢ 
this time and you point out that the appropriation of this amount J 15, 


might result in saving the capital investment plus crops? ee 
Mr. Mansrtevp. That is right. ks 


Mr. Evins. You made a very fine statement. 

Mr. Murray. Is there not a lawsuit pending in the United States 
Supreme Court concerning the construction of the terms of that treaty 
between the United States and Mexico? 

Mr. Mansrtevp. Not in this regard. The only question in the sutt 
between Arizona and California concerns water out of Lake Mead. 

Mr. Murray. That litigation has nothing to do with this project! 

Mr. Mansririp. Not Painted Rock Dam. In fact, the plaintiff and 
defendant in that lawsuit—the Imperial Irrigation District of Call- 
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ornia and the State of Arizona—have both joined in this statement. 
‘o [think that is the best answer I can give you. 

Mr. Murray. That litigation would have no effect on the water 
ights of anyone involved in this project so that there might be some 
juestion as to planning? 

Mr. Mansrie.tp. This has only to do with the flood control as such. 

Mr. Murray. It has nothing to do with irrigation ? 

Mr. Mansrretp. No, sir. 

Mr. JENSEN. Have you folks made a like statement to the one you 
uve just made to this committee regarding the need and urgenc y for 
he beginning of construction to the Army engineers ? 

Mr. “Mansrretp. Y es; we have met with them. 

Mr. JENSEN. When ? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. We met with Colonel Frye in the middle of April 
r latter part of March after the budget was in. 

Mr. Jensen. After the budget was submitted ? 

Mr. MANsFreLtp. Yes. We understand the work in the field is done 
approximately a year before the time it comes before the committee. 

Mr. Jensen. That is right. 

Mr. MANsrieLp. And we were under the impression that the appro- 
priation made last year for planning would have placed them in a 
position where work would have commenced this year. 

Mr. JENSEN. Do they agree they can finish their advance planning 
in the first 4 months of fiscal year 1956? 

Mr. Mansrtetp. Yes. We have a letter which says they can eco- 
nomically use $1 million for construction during the next fiscal year. 

Mr. JeENsEN. Do you have that letter? 

Mr. MansFieLp. Senator Hayden has it. 

Mr. JeNsEN. Mr. Chairman, I suggest that letter be made a part 
of the record. 

Mr. Evins. If Senator Hayden has such a letter we will be very 
happy to receive it. 

Mr. Mansrretp. We will submit it for the record. 

(The following letter was submitted for the record :) 

Marcu 14, 1955. 
Hon, CARL HAYDEN, 


Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Deak Mr. CHAIRMAN: Further reference is made to your letter of March 1, 
1955, requesting information pertaining to the authorized Painted Rock Dam and 
Whitlow Ranch Reservoir projects, and the investigations of the Buttes Dam and 
the Globe-Miami flood-control problems. You were advised by letter of March 4, 
1%5, that the information requested would be forwarded as soon as practicable. 
The information you desire is set forth on the attached enclosures. 

I trust that the data enclosed will be adequate for your needs. Should you 
desire any additional information, please do not hesitate to call upon me. 

Sincerely yours, 
E. C. IrscHNER, 
Brigadier General, USA, Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil Works. 


PAINTED Rock Reservorr, ARIz. 


Date of authorization: 1950 Flood Control Act. 
-. Total estimated cost: 
Federal—$35,000,000. 
Local—Loecal interests are required to (1) adjust all claims concerning 
water rights that might result from the improvement, and (2) keep the 
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flood channel of Gila River downstream from the dam free from encroach- 
ment. 

3. Benefit-to-cost ratio: 1.56 to 1. 

4. Amounts available to date: 

Planning, $829,000. 
Construction, none. 
5. Amounts included in President’s Budget for fiscal year 1956: 
Planning, $90,000." 
Construction, none. 

6. Amounts which could be profitably expended in fiscal year 1956: 

The President’s budget estimate for fiscal year 1956 allocates $90,009 
to the Painted Rock Reservoir project for completion of the preconstry. 
tion planning required on this project. However, planning will be sufficiently 
advanced on this project at the end of the present fiscal year to enable construc. 
tion to be initiated in fiscal year 1956. Funds in the amount of $1 million could 
be economically expended in that fiscal year. These funds would enable comple. 
tion of the preconstruction planning, and the initiation of work during the later 
half of the year on the land acquisition and the relocations programs. 

Mr. Jensen. This has been a very worthwhile project. I shall not 
go on record either favoring or not favoring your $1 million request 
at this time, but I think it would be helpful if we had the Army 


engineers’ idea on this matter. 
New Mexico Prosecrs 


WITNESSES 


HON. JOHN J. DEMPSEY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF NEW MEXICO 

JOHN PATRICK MURPHY, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, MIDDLE RI0 
GRANDE FLOOD CONTROL ASSOCIATION 

HUBERT BALL, CHIEF ENGINEER, MIDDLE RIO GRANDE CON- 
SERVANCY DISTRICT 


Mr. Evins. The committee will hear next Congressman Dempsey, 
of New Mexico, a senior, able, and valued Member of Congress, and 
a member of the Public Works Committee. We always are glad to 
hear Governor Dempsey. 

Mr. Dempsey. Mr. Chairman, I deeply appreciate your courtesy 
in giving me this appointment. 

The specific matter for which I asked an appointment has to do 
with two very bad floods in the vicinity of Roswell, N. Mex. Unfor- 
tunately we had the flood-control project approved by the budget, 
approved by the Congress, but we needed some advance engineering. 
The Army engineers appeared before the Bureau of the Budget and 
made a request for the amount of money they thought would be neces- 
sary throughout the country. The budget reduced it, then they dis- 
tributed as best they could the amounts they could allocate to the 
various States, 

At Roswell, N. Mex., and Artesia, N. Mex., last October 15 people 
were drowned and nearly $10 million damage was done to farms ani 
residential areas by floods. We have a bomber base there which cost 


1The budget transmitted to Congress on January 17, 1955, includes $5 million for 
advance engineering and design on a number of Corps of Engineers projects. Within this 
overall amount there is tentatively allocated at the present time $90,000 for the Painted 
Rock Reservoir project. Some modification of these tentative allocations may, of course, 
be required, based on actual appropriations made in the Department of the Army Civil 
Functions Seperate Act for fiscal year 1956, and review of developments between 
me that act is passed. 
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about $115 million. This is the second time a flood has occurred in 
the last year. 

We need first to get the advance engineering to enable the Army 
engineers to make detailed planning. I have here a letter from Gen- 
eral Itschner, who gave me the estimated cost of the planning work 
necessary. The Army engineers allocated for Albuquerque and Ros- 
welland Artesia $135,000 from the $5 million advance planning funds 
approved by the budget. 

I did not find out very early from the Director of the Budget what 
was allocated for these two projects. I talked to Mr. Hughes directly 
and he said he did not know, but he did know something about the 
projects. I got the information from the Army engineers that $135,- 
000 was allocated to both projects and under that allocation it would 
take 4 years at Roswell to get the engineering work done in an area 
where 15 lives were lost last year. 

I think when you are facing a potentially dangerous flood situation 
there is never any money saved by deferring flood control, and espe- 
cially in a city which is the second or third largest city in New Mexico. 

I would like to say to the Army engineers that Congress wants them 
to proceed as early as possible. Mr. Hughes called me back—he was 
leaving for Europe—and said he had checked into the situation and 
was fully satisfied he wants us to get $115,000 additional. He said 
he or someone from his office would call members of the Appropria- 
tions Committee and talk to them about it. He left and I believe Mr. 
Belcher did call. 

I would like to offer for the record General Itschner’s letter. 

Mr. Evins. It will be received and inserted in the record at this 
point. 

(The letter referred to is as follows :) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 
Washington 25, D. C., March 8, 1955. 
Hon. JOHN J. DEMPSEY, ; 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. DEMPSEY: On March 3 you telephoned asking for information as to 
the plans for three local protection projects ; those for Roswell, for Artesia, and 
the Sandia diversion at Albuquerque. You asked for information on the plan- 
ning allocation proposed for fiscal year 1956, and the maximum amount that 
night be effectively used in that year. 

As you know, these three projects were authorized by the 1954 Flood Control 
Act. No allocation has been possible to date for either planning or construction. 
The Two Rivers Reservoir for the protection of Roswell has an estimated cost of 
$6,050,000. A total of $205,000 would be required to bring the project to con- 
struction readiness. A total of up to $100,000 as a maximum might be used in the 
first year of planning. The local protection project for Artesia has an estimated 
cost of $570,000 and it would cost $50,000 to bring it to construction status. On 
an expedited schedule, this entire amount might be expended in 1 year. The 
Sandia diversion project at Albuquerque, having an estimated cost of $7,500,000, 
could have one element brought to construction readiness by the expenditure of 
$230,000. Up to $100,000 might be expended in the first year of planning. 

The President’s budget for fiscal year 1956 carries an allowance nationwide of 
$5 million for advanced engineering and design on Corps of Engineers projects. 
From this amount tentative allocation has been made of $50,000 to the Two 
Rivers Reservoir, $25,000 to the Artesia local protection works, and $60,000 to 
the Sandia diversion. 

I trust the above information will meet your needs. 

Sincerely yours, 
E. C. ITSCHNER, 
Brigadier General, U. 8. A., Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil Works. 
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Mr. Demesey. This would provide the amount necessary for the MM yed b\ 
advance engineering and that is all I am asking in regard to these two MM jehalf 


projects. tion pr 
Mr. Evins. I will say we have had testimony as to the need for MM yd fo 
work in this area and, as was indicated, funds are in the budget. Your § .ontro 
position is that the amount in the budget is not sufficent to speed the This 
project alon ¢ it that 
Mr. Dempsry. Yes. phase 
Mr. Evins. And the statement from General Itschner s that they § water: 
could use the entire amount you are requesting ? recom 
Mr. Dempsey. I am asking for exactly the same amount General 9 our pr 
Itschner said they could use to expedite the work. He said he could @ years 
not tell me what they asked for because it is against the rules, but he » Fin: 
could tell me how much they would like to use. Appre 
(Discussion off the record.) follow 
Mr. Evins. How much local participation has gone into this work! with ¥ 
Mr. Dempsey. Far beyond the ordinary. The project is $6.5 mil- § tion p 
oF lion and was very high in local participation, both this one and the J the ( 
Le one n Albuquerque. I think in Albuquerque it was about 30 percent of § porta 
te the project. Dur 
«f (Discussion off the record.) of Re 
cr Mr. Jensen. I am glad that you have this letter from General 9 snow 
at Itschner, which explains the position of the Army engineers on this J Sa } 
~4 matter. 1 know, of course, of the flood problems that you have in New & wrely 
2? Mexico. I also know that it is almost a crime to see that water, which ncre-f 
<> is liquid gold to that State, rush to the sea. to the 
Q3 The only thing that can be said about the State of New Mexico so §® that t 
oh far as allocation for flood control is concerned is that it has received 9 « the 
©? less than other States from the taxpayers of America. I do not At 
=i know why but that is the fact. } gettin 
Mr. Dempsey. I think the reason is that nearly 50 percent of the Reset 
ts State is owned by the Federal Government. (ran 
C Mr. Jensen. That may be one of the reasons. Iam sure the project quant 
oe which you have just addressed yourself to is a very worthy project Ber 
tae and I assure you, as one member of the committee, it will receive my river 
cy) sympathetic consideration. tinuo 
fz Mr. Dempsey. Mr. Chairman, I have two gentlemen here, Mr. Jolin Hons. 
=>) Patrick Murphy, who represents the Middle Rio Grande Flood Con- we he 
=: trol Association, and Mr. Hubert Ball, chief engineer of the Middle JJ "dd 
7, Rio Grande Conservancy District. Rese 
re In New Mexico we have two Congressmen and we both run at large sible 
so we both cover the entire State. Albuquerque is the largest city n other 
New Mexico and one of the fastest growing cities, comparatively rh 
speaking, in the United States. thron 
Mr. Evtns. I want to state for the record that Congressman Fer- with 
nandez, who is a member of the Appropriations Committee, expressed chan 
his interest in this and was to be heard but was tied up in another Fe 
committee. OL Fe 
Mr. Dempsey. I am here at his request. proj 
Mr. Evins. Mr. Murphy, you may proceed. I 
Mr. Mcrreny. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my work 
name is John Patrick Murphy and I am executive secretary of the the 


Middle Rio Grande Flood Control Association. I have been author- stabi 
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wd by the board of directors of this association to appear on their 
iehalf and present their views in support of the Bureau of Reclama- 
ion program for continuation of the work on the Rio Grande project ; 
wd for the Army engineers who are authorized to construct the flood- 
ontrol phase of this coordinated comprehensive plan. 

This project was authorized for appropriations in 1948. However, 
tthat time, the Budget Bureau incorrectly classified the reclamation 
phase of the work as a “new start” instead of a rehabilitation and 
water salvaging program. Therefore, from year to year, nothing was 
recommended in the budget for the Bureau of Reclamation phase of 
our project. We did, however, receive some emergency money in the 
years 1952 and 1953 amounting to $3,513,000. 

’ Finally, in fiseal year 1954, the House Subcommittee on Reclamation 
\ppropriations recognized that our project was not a new start and 
followed through on their convictions by appropriating $1,630,889 
vith which to start construction work on our long delayed rehabilita- 
tion program. The Senate concurred in this action. Then last year 
the Congress appropriated $2 million with which to continue this im- 
portant work. 

- During the past 3 years of this rehabilitation program by the Bureau 
of Reclamation, they estimate that savings in water have already 
amounted to over 100,000 acre-feet. This was channeled through the 
San Marcial swamps into Elephant Butte Reservoir where it was 
sorely needed. In dollar value, on the basis of a minimum of $35 per 
acre-foot, they evaluate the savings thus far as worth over $3,500,000 
to the lower valley of New Mexico and Texas. They further believe 
that these savings may go as high as 40,000 acre-feet of water per year, 
as the program advances. 

At this point, I would like to explain briefly the importance of 
getting water through the Middle Valley and into Elephant Butte 
Reservoir for use by the lower valley: under the terms of the Rio 
(irande Compact, the middle valley is obligated to deliver certain 
quantities of water to the lower valley. 

Because of unforeseen water losses which have developed in our 

river channel since the framing of this compact, coupled with 11 con- 
tinuous years of drought, we can no longer meet our compact obliga- 
tions. The consequent penalty—though it is no fault of ours—is that 
we have been forced to open the gates on our only storage dam in the 
middle valley and let the water flow through to Elephant Butte 
Reservoir in the lower valley. We are now faced with the impos- 
sible task of trying to operate an irrigation district without water 
other than from rainfall in a semiarid country. 
This debit situation to the lower valley and Texas can be alleviated 
wough saving of water now being lost by poor drainage conditions 
within the middle Rio Grande project lands and along the river 
channel, and by the elimination of the salt-cedar infestations. 

For fiscal year 1956, the Bureau of Reclamation requested a total 
of $3,919,000 for its phase of construction work on our Rio Grande 
project. 

The Interior Department realizes how urgent this rehabilitation 
work is to the States of Texas and New Mexico because the sooner 
the water-salvaging program is completed and our water supply 
stabilized, the sooner we can pay our water debt to the lower valley, 
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and thence start storing the essential water in El Vado Reservoir fo; J plete ‘ 
use in our own irrigation district. adver’ 
The work of restoring the agricultural facilities of this important Mf mt" 
area can no longer be postponed without serious deterioration of the gm wich 
valley’s ability to support its established economy and its ever ip. We 
creasing population. some 
The Budget Bureau has approved $3,500,000 for the continuation of i (ole 
this important rehabilitation program, which—although it is $419,009 The 
short of the amount requested—still, it is enough, so that we can jm tions 
proceed in an orderly fashion. We are sure this committee will not i bas °° 
cut this figure. We 
Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, I would now like to Hi as¢ 
present the Army engineers flood-control phase of our coordinated Hj Y bu 
project. the es 
Population in the middle Rio Grande Valley is conservatively esti- Hy ¥¢!! 
mated at 450,000 with property valuation in the flood-plain area placed Mm tl. 
at $500 million. Th 
There are 6,000 Indians in this valley living in 9 pueblos: Agricul. Mm 22 ' 
ture is the principal economy of these Indians, and now their homes jm ©!" 
and farms are being seriously threatened, along with their valley on th 
neighbors. * Bm Abi 
New Mexico is also one of the most vital areas in the national-de @ ‘*"" 
fense program. Some of these installations include: Los Alamos flow 
Atomic Laboratories, Sandia Atomic Laboratories, Sandia Armed jm *"¢ 
Forces special weapons project, Kirtland Air Force Base, Ordnance whicl 
Research Division, guided-missiles project, experimental range, and unde 
so forth. th 
_ This year the Budget Bureau included only $1,600,000 in construe- saree 
tion money for the Army engineers. This is earmarked for the con- rh 
tinued construction of levees on the Rio Grande Floodway, Albuquer- deta 


SVEELE SINT USE GASLPEUPUEL ES . 


que unit. And $75,000 planning money for Abiquiu Dam. desig 
5 However, this is only half the problem. Our first and paramount # ‘“ a 
need is for dams in addition to the levees. const 


Only by dams can the maximum flow of water be held below the Th 
stage at which flood damage begins. const 

nly by dams can the silting and raising of the riverbed be stopped. fy "° 
An exhaustive study by some of the most highly qualified engineers rat 


in our Government has stated for the record that a flood in the mid- © 
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dle Rio Grande is inevitable if we do not hurry and complete the essen- Ar 
\ tial dams. - 
If a maximum flood of record in the year 1884, or even the flood of aa 


1920 or 1929, were repeated, the floodwaters would come rushing down . 
into densely populated areas around Albuquerque with little warning. 7} 
Loss of life and property damage would be heavy. And, if the river 1 
were to get out of its channel above Albuquerque it would unquestion- ay 
ably make inoperative, in whole or in part, all of the utilities such as ' y 
telephone and telegraph, water supply, sewage disposal, power and : 


light plants, the railroads and highways, and so forth. a 
It is impossible to predict when a flood of this nature might occur. re: 
so—I think it should be considered in the light of its effect on national _ 


defense, because a flood could very easily occur at a time of national 
emergency when it would be imperative for the security of the country 
that Sandia Base, Kirkland Field, and Los Alamos be capable of com- 
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plete and uninterrupted operation. ‘That these inst allations would be 
,dversely affected is certain for they depend for their utilities, com- 
munications, railroad service, fuel supplies, and so forth on facilities 
which are located in the valley. 

We are now in the 11th year of a prolonged drought in our area, and 
sme people are becoming apathetic. But we should not let the 
drought give us a false sense of security. 

The coming of a flood awaits only the combination of natural condi- 
tions which will bring down the river the same amount of water that 
hascome down many times in the past. 

We must expedite the construction of our dams. The extreme flood 
danger to the middle Rio Grande Valley cannot be eliminated merely 
by building levees and straightening the river channel. Dams are 
the essential part of the comprehensive plan. The Army engineers 
would like to take advantage of this drought season to build the essen- 
tial dams before a flood occurs. 

Therefore, the Albiquin Dam on the Chama River is urgently needed 
in the interest of flood and sediment control on the Rio Grande. The 
Chama River is the largest flood and sediment producing tributary 
on the Rio Grande in New Mexico above the city of Albuquerque. The 
Abiquin Dam would control approximately two-thirds of the Chama 
watershed and greatly reduce the flood peaks on the Rio Grande and 
fow of sediment from the watershed. Its construction would sub- 
stantially increase the degree of flood protection in the middle valley, 
which is now provided only by the existing levees and levees currently 
under construction. 

The Army engineers have told us that they can get Abiquin Dam 
started this 1956 fiscal year. 

The general design memo has been completed and work on the 
detailed design memo for the outlet works has been initiated. This 
design memo and plans and specifications could be completed within 
the first 6 months of fiscal year 1956, which would permit award of a 
construction contract for the outlet works about February 1, 1956. 

They could beneficially use an additional $500,000 for initiating 
construction on this urgently needed dam. Of this amount, approxi- 
mately $70,000 would be required in acquisition of necessary real 
estate and approximately $430,000 utilized on a continuing contract 
for the outlet works to be awarded on or about February 1, 1956. 

An additional appropriation therefore, in the amount of $500,000 
earmarked for Abiquin Dam would permit the Army engineers to 
award the first construction contract in fiscal year 1956, and, contin- 
gent on funds being made available in subsequent fiscal years, this 
project could be completed in 41% years. 

Thus, the foregoing program would enable the Army engineers to 
proceed in an efficient manner and maintain the schedule of work that 
they feel should be accomplished. 

It must be realized that the people in New Mexico are disturbed and 
worried over the length of time it has already taken to construct the 
small unit referred to as Jemez Dam and the levee work now under 
construction above the city of Albuquerque. 

_Also, they are impatient, and justly so, because of the fact that con- 
tinuous curtailment of the funds by the Congress for this project is 
resulting in constantly increasing costs. This, added to the ever-pres- 
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ent threat of a possible flood occurring before the dams are constructed, JM Mr. 
creates a situation in their minds which is bad, to say the least. an inte 

In my appearance here today before this very important Subcommit. Mponey 
tee on Appropriations I really feel I am discussing New Mexico's Mr. 
problems with sympathetic friends who will help us. Hence, | MMM this 
urgently request that you provide the maximum amount of funds for MM Mr. 
this worthy and vitally needed project. Abiqu 

In closing, I want to thank you on behalf of the 450,000 splendid, but Hithe ne 
anxious people whom I represent, and to say that we appreciate very Ibe let 
much this opportunity to appear before you and plead our cause, ~ Mr. 


















Thank you. Mr. 
Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Murphy. You made a very challenging fin sub 
statement. Mr. 


dition 
rifie p 
many 

Mr. 
of the 
Jation 


allied 


What is the situation with respect to Texas and New Mexico’s com- 
pact? What are you required to do and what is the state of the 
progress ¢ 

Mr. Mourpny. In the construction of our Rio Grande project it has 
to comply with the compact as signed between Colorado, Texas, and 
New Mexico, and when I refer to the lower valley that is what we call 
the Mesilla Valley in lower New Mexico, and the irrigation district 


which is centered in El Paso, Tex. Los A 

In order to expedite the carrying out of the terms of the compact, sve 
Elephant Butte south is considered Texas, from there north to the Mr. 
Colorado line is referred to as New Mexico, and from there up is re- Mr. 
ferred to as Colorado. Each State has a compact commissioner. The Mr. 


water is measured as it comes through from Colorado and we have to Mm): M 
send a certain percentage of that water on through to the lower valley Hist! 
according to the compact, but due to certain conditions brought about Iw 
by denuding the mountainside through lumbering, grazing and other Hj" 4 
things, Albuquerque is sitting there with nothing but quicksand levees jw 
and water in the riverbed is 4 feet higher than the city itself, so it isa Jim *??" 
precarious position for Albuquerque. The levees are not going to do Han 
us any good without the dams. It seems there is too much concentra- Hj! 
tion on levees and not enough on the construction of the dams, and Hj XioG 
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} the only reason the Army engineers give us for not following the Mr. 
recommended program is that they are always held down to a mini- @ |! 
| mum in requesting appropriations so that they have to ask for pea 
; nuts instead of the urgently needed dollars. wah 
; Mr. Dempsey. You asked about the compact. We are charged by SIVE 
’ 


Texas with being in violation of the compact. It is not because we te 
used one barrel of water from the Rio 7 apie that did not belong Hy an | 
to us, but because the channel filled up at one part of the river 26 feet Hie ri 
in 20 years, so that we could not get the water through even if we ws « 
had a heavy rainfall. It overflowed the stream banks—where there #g'™"*' 


were any—and destroyed property. The Rio Grande is an interna Hi, 
tional stream. The 

Mr. Evtns. So the central group of necessity had to dredge or build Grprt 
a canal? Burea 


; . Congr 

Mr. Dempsey. They are dredging now. They have done quite « Hip... 
good job in the last several years, under the committee of which Mr. Qjautho: 
Jensen was chairman, in getting the channel open. a 
ond ac 
propos 
in det 


Mr. Murreny. That is the Bureau of Reclamation phase of it. 
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Mr. Dempsey. We did not have the money to do it ourselves. It is 
an international stream and we always had difficulty getting sufficient 
money to do the job. 

Mr. Evins. Tell the committee how much could be wisely expended 
on this project in the next fiscal year. 

Mr. Mureuy. If we had an additional $500,000 to start work on 
Abiquiu Dam the plans would be completed in the first 6 months of 
the next fiscal year and the first contract for the outlet works could 
be let on February 1, 1956. 

Mr. Evins. $500,000 in addition to what is in the budget ? 

Mr. Mureuy. Yes. And contingent on funds being made available 
in subsequent fiscal years we can complete Abiquiu Dam in 4% years. 

Mr. Jensen. I can only say that Mr. Murphy has explained the con- 
ditions that exist on the Rio Grande very ably and well. It is a ter- 
rific problem, a problem which has been a most worrisome thing for 
many years. I hope as soon as possible we can get this problem solved. 

Mr. Dempsey. 1 would like to point out one thing. I am a member 
of the Atomic Energy Committee. The Sandia atomic energy instal- 
lations that Mr. Murphy has pointed out to you is a project closely 
allied with Los Alamos and bears the same security restrictions as 
Los Alamos. There are thousands of employees working there and it 
isavery important project. 

Mr. Dempsey. Now 1f you will hear from Mr. Ball. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Ball, we shall be pleased to hear from you. 

Mr. Batu. My name is Hubert Ball. I live in Albuquerque. 
N. Mex. I am chief engineer of the Middle Rio Grande Conservancy 
District and have been for 18 years. 

I want to second all the statements made by Congressman Dempsey 
aud Mr. Murphy, and I have two prepared statements I would like to 
submit for the record. The first statement is in support of continued 
appropriations for comprehensive development of the middle Rio 
Grande Valley; and the other statement requests appropriations to 
continue construction of various flood-control features of the middle 
Rio Grande project. 

Mr. Evins. Those statements will be inserted in the record. 

(The statements referred to are as follows:) 


§MMTEMENT OF HuBEeRT BALL, CHIEF ENGINEER, MIDDLE R10 GRANDE CONSER- 
VANCY DISTRICT SUPPORTING CONTINUED APPROPRIATIONS FOR COMPREHEN- 
SIVE DEVELOPMENT OF THE MIDDLE RIO GRANDE VALLEY 


Mr. Chairman, my name is Hubert Ball and I live in Albuquerque, N. Mex. 
lam chief engineer of the Middle Rio Grande Conservancy District. The Mid- 
ile Rio Grande Conservancy District was organized and operates according to 
laws of the State of New Mexico. The purpose of the district was to construct, 
(erate, and maintain flood-control, drainage, and irrigation works along ap- 
roximately 155 miles of the Rio Grande Valley within the central part of the 
State of New Mexico. 

The district has been described to the Congress many times and a feasibility 
report recommending a comprehensive plan of development, prepared by the 
Bureau of Reclamation and the Corps of Army Engineers, was submitted to the 
(Congress of the United States. Following submission of this report, the Con- 
fess authorized the comprehensive plan for the middle Rio Grande area. This 
authorization was accomplished through two separate legislative acts. One dated 
IM8 approving the plan and authorizing the expenditure of $3,500,000. The sec- 
od act was passed in 1950 authorizing appropriation of funds to complete the 
broposed construction. This report, and the resulting authorizations, covered 
detail problems connected with irrigation and flood control confronting the 
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State of New Mexico and particularly that part of the middle Rio Grande Valley 
within the jurisdiction of the Middle Rio Grande Conservancy District. The 
report pointed out that two of the most pressing problems plaguing the district 
were : 

(1) The inequitable method of construction payments which are used to 
retire the outstanding bonds and also the antiquated and cumbersome system 
which State law requires in the collection of operation and maintenance funds 
by conservancy districts within the State of New Mexico. 

(2) Due to the terrific silt load carried by the Rio Grande and its tributaries, 
the operation and maintenance of the irrigation- and river-control structures 
within the conservancy district had become a financially impossible burden for 
the local people, and, due to the aggradation of the riverbed resulting from this 
excessive silt load large areas within and adjacent to the Middle Rio Grande 
Conservancy District had become waterlogged and many thousand acre-feet of 
water was being lost in the swamped areas. 

Because of continuous severe drought conditions in the Southwest, it was 
decided that the most desirable work which could be done immediately was a 
water-salvage program. With the cooperation of Congress and various Federal 
and local governmental agencies great progress has been made and much good 
has resulted from the portion of construction which is now completed. 

The legislation you are now considering contains various proposed items of 
construction which will be carried on under the supervision of the Bureau of 
Reclamation and in accordance with the construction repayment contract which 
has been executed by the Middle Rio Grande Conservancy District with the 
United States Government. The more important of these items are: 

(1) Extension of the water-salvage program which is highly essential to the 
middle Rio Grande area and is exceedingly vital at this present period because 
of the continued severe drought condition which has persisted for the past 13 
years on the Rio Grande watershed. Draining of the waterlogged areas has 
already returned many thousand acre-feet of water to the river channel annu- 
ally and the extension of this program is almost mandatory. 

This feature deserves particular attention because the recurring water short- 
ages have been particularly discouraging to the local people attempting to operate 
the district within the terms of the Rio Grande compact. The entire program 
of the Bureau is aimed at developing a more efficient use of the water in the 
middle Rio sector and a reduction of natural losses in the riverbed and many 
adjacent sections which have been waterlogged into swamp areas because of 
heavy sediment deposits in the floodways of the river valley. The Bureau pro- 
gram also contains proposed construction of features which will alleviate the 
silt-removal problem in the irrigation system. 

(2) The further rehabilitation of the drainage system, which is at present 
time a part of our water-savings program and will most certainly pay dividends 
at some time in the future when the drought no longer exists and we once more 
have normal flows along the Rio Grande and its tributaries. 

(3) The reconstruction and extension of the irrigation system as contem- 
plated in the comprehensive plan includes the completion of the repair and re- 
habilitation of El Vado Dam, rebuilding and rehabilitation of many miles of 
irrigation laterals and attendant structures. These items have all been ap- 
proved by the Bureau of the Budget and were recommended in the President's 
message to Congress for inclusion in the reclamation appropriations. 

These features proposed for construction by the Bureau of Reclamation are 
all most important units of the Bureau program and I am sure will meet any 
feasibility test ordinarily required by reclamation projects. The Middle Rio 
Grande Conservancy District sincerely endorses this program and appreciates 
the cooperation of the Congress and Bureau of Reclamation we have enjoyed in 
the past. All work has been done in a workmanlike manner and in agreement 
with wishes of the local people. We earnestly request the project be carried 
to completion. We believe the $3,500,000 requested in this bill to be the mini- 
mum required to allow construction at the most economical rate. 

I wish to thank this committee for the time which has been allotted to our 
area and once more extend to you our sincere appreciation for the past help 
extended to New Mexico and the Middle Rio Grande Conservancy District. 
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graTEMENT OF HUBERT BALL CHIEF ENGINEER, MIDDLE R10 GRANDE CONSERVANCY 
DIsTRICT REQUESTING APPROPRIATIONS TO CONTINUE CONSTRUCTION OF VARIOUS 
FLoop CONTROL FEATURES OF THE MIDDLE RIO GRANDE PROJECT 


vr. Chairman, my name is Hubert Hall. I am chief engineer of the Middle 
pio Grande Conservancy District and my home is Albuquerque, N. Mex. 

The Middle Rio Grande Conservancy District covers an area of approximately 
24,000 acres which extends for a distance of approximately 150 miles along the 
Rio Grande within the central section of New Mexico. About 90 percent of this 
area, Which includes the larger portion of the cities and towns of Albuquerque, 
Bernalillo, Los Lunas, Belen, and Socorro, lie within the flood plain. There is 
approximately 90,000 acres of farmlands presently cultivated and subject to 
food damage. Included within this area are 6 Indian Pueblos of about 21,000 
acres Which are extremely susceptible to flood damage during periods of high 
rmoff on the Rio Grande. Public utilities and water supplies used by various 
Government defense installations are located within the flood plain and would 
suffer severe damage in any flood which might happen within the area, par- 
ticularly that adjacent to Albuquerque. 

Also located along the valley floor is the main line of the A. T. & S. F. 
Railway and the G. C. & S. F. Railway. The Santa Fe Railroad handled over 
”) percent of all the cross-country transportation during World War II and 
udoubtedly would occupy an important position in the national defense during 
any emergency which might face the United States. Unless and until various 
features of the comprehensive plan of development for the Middle Rio Grande 
Valley, Which has been authorized by the Congress, has been completed, all of 
the above cities, industries, and defense installations are very vulnerable to 
damage from high water which reliable records indicate can be regularly 
expected along the Rio Grande. 

The comprehensive plan was approved and the project authorized by the Con- 
gress in two separate legislative acts. One in 1948 and the second in 1950. These 
authorizations provided for various improvements to the irrigation system and 
particularly for the channelization of the Rio Grande, rehabilitation of the levee 
system and construction of various sediment and flood control structures on 
tributaries of the river within the State of New Mexico. One important feature, 
adam on the Jemez River, has been completed and I am sure will provide some 
help for our problem. However, the maximum flood control contemplated under 
the authorizations cannot be provided until all features are completed. This 
would apply particularly to the rehabilitation of the levee system and construc- 
tion of the Abiquiu Dam. There has been some channelization work done, partic- 
ularly in those areas where it would be of the greatest benefit to the water 
salvage program which is being carried on under appropriations made to the 
Bureau Of Reclamation. This channelization construction is definitely subject to 
damage during periods of excessive runoff which occurs at intervals on the Rio 
frande. In view of this situation, we believe that it would be much wiser to 
concentrate on the construction of upstream control rather than an extension of 
this channelization program into areas where there is no water salvage problem. 
The legislation now under consideration provided for an item of approximately 
$1,600,000 to carry on the rebuilding of the levee system to protect the city of 
Albuquerque from floodwaters of the Rio Grande. This is most desirable and 
irgent, however, I am sure you understand this levee system has to be designed 
wder a program that would contemplate the completion of all features of the 
comprehensive plan. We have contributed a considerable amount of funds to 
the construction of this levee system and do not doubt that this committee will 
approve the proposed appropriation to continue this work. This levee will 
provide certain flood control relief, however, I am sure it is evident to this 
mmittee that until the other structures, particularly Abiquiu Dam, are com- 
pleted that the middle Rio Grande is in a very hazardous position. Since the 
Congress has authorized the construction of this structure, we believe that an 
{ppropriation to start construction on the Abiquiu Dam is entirely in order and 
are sure that it has been given every economic and physical justification by the 
Amy engineers. We have been assured that plans and specifications have now 
ben completed to a point where construction can be commenced and a minimum 
of $500,000 could be economically spent during the 1956 fiscal year on foundation 
ind outlet sections. 

The Bureau of Reclamation, which now operates and maintains the irrigation, 
drainage, and flood-control structures of the Rio Grande by a contract with the 
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Middle Rio Grande Conservancy District, is faced with a terrific sediment prob. 
lem which the construction of Aliquiu Dam would greatly alleviate. A resolution 
in the amount of sediment load in the river, in our area, would decrease opera- 
tion and maintenance expenses several hundred thousand dollars a year anq 
would increase the repayment ability for construction costs, by the local people 
by a substantial margin. 

I believe that some of the members of this committee have made visits in oy; 
area and are personally acquainted with our problem and we wish to extend ap 
invitation to other members to visit our area at any time they might find possible. 
We believe that the appropriation to carry on the above requests are imperative 
for all the reasons set out and would like to have an opportunity to show you 
first hand how important this entire project is to the State of New Mexico and 
the Nation, and particularly the national defense. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, gentlemen. I will say that your repre. 


sentatives have been most diligent. 


Wepnespay, May 11, 1955. 


OrEGON PROJECTS 


WITNESSES 


HON. EDITH GREEN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 


STATE OF OREGON 
HON. WAYNE MORSE, A UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM THE STATE 


OF OREGON 
HON. RICHARD L. NEUBERGER, A UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM 
THE STATE OF OREGON 


Mr. Evins. The committee will be pleased to hear this afternoon 
Congresswoman Green, of Oregon, and Senator Morse, of Oregon. I 
understand Senator Neuberger has indicated a desire to be present but 
he is tied up at the moment. Is that correct, Senator Morse ? 

Senator Morse. He expects to be down very shortly. 

Mr. Evins. We are very fond of our new colleague from Oregon, 
Mrs. Green; she is very gracious and very diligent and we certainly 
are pleased to have her as we are the Senators from Oregon. 

You may proceed, Mrs. Green. 

Mrs. Green. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

First, I want to thank you for the opportunity of appearing before 
your committee. 

Development of the economy of the Northwest is unalterably 1n- 
volved in and in great measure parallels the development of public 
works in the area. It is apparent that budget recommendations pro- 
posed by the administration for these purposes during the fiscal year 
1956 are grossly inadequate and therefore disastrously constrictive to 
economic expansion of the area. 

My colleagues, Senators Morse and Neuberger, and I, are of cours 
greatly concerned with all of these projects. Rather than utilize the 
committee’s time unnecessarily, I ask consent to file with the commit 
tee a more detailed presentation and at this time, to emphasize my 
concern over several of these projects which have special importance 
to the people of Oregon’s Third District. 

This is an authorized project which involves dredging of a half-mile 
channel, 48 feet in depth, at a cost of $2,898,000. Also envisioned for 
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construction, when deemed feasible, is a $5,657,000 jetty at the river’s 
mouth. At its present 40-foot depth, the channel offers danger, dis- 
couragement and considerable economic loss to shippers and operators. 
In many cases, loading of cargo destined for Columbia River ports 
must now be limited to subcapacity amounts. In others, costly delays 
are experienced as weather conditions preclude safe passage. 

In House Document 249, 83d Congress, the Army engineers esti- 
mated total benefits resulting from the proposed improvement by 
elimination of delays due to storms, cargo shutouts and ship ead. 
ings, amount to 382,800 annually. Over 50-year average, the engineers 
estimate conservatively a ratio of benefits to costs of 1.68 to 1. 

It is obvious that many benefits to the area drained by the Columbia 
are derived from a prosperous shipping industry and improvements 
innavigation. Total ocean commerce for Portland and other Colum- 
bia River ports has averaged 9,100,000 tons annually during the past 
5 years. More than 5,000 longshoremen work in the lower Columbia 
River area in an average year, totaling wages of $11,735,000. There 
are many other benefits which time does not permit listing. However, 
all benefits diminish as the project to deepen the channel is held up, 
and the future expansion of the area’s industries, domestic and world 
trade is delayed. 

It can be seen readily that deepening of the channel to 48 feet is 
imperative for future economic development, and it is conceivable that 
the project could be of great importance to the national defense. How- 
ever, the President’s budget recommendations do not include this vital 
project. I join with my colleagues in asserting that a minimum of 
$1 million should be appropriated for this purpose. Such an amount 
would permit the early start of this vital project and would carry on 
work for at least 1 year to the extent that important progress will be 
accomplished. Once completed, it will negate the existing dangers 
and costly delays now experienced in entering the river. Because of 
unsuitable weather conditions, it is conceivable that the full amount 
of appropriations which my colleagues and I are recommending for 
this project, may not be utilized during the fiscal year. However, it is 
probable that the recommended $1 million will be needed and the 
tremendous importance of the project impels me to strongly urge the 
committee’s favorable consideration of this amount. 

Among the other projects, the Johnson Creek project is of particu- 
lar concern to my district, also. It is noteworthy that completion of 
planning on the first part of this project and the instituting of con- 
struction can be accomplished with the appropriation of $35,000. 
Johnson Creek is Multnomah County’s only tributary to the Wil- 
lamette. It constitutes a serious drainage problem to portions of the 
county. Commencement of work on the $519,000 project will be of 
inestimable value to the area, and I ask the committtee’s favorable 
consideration of the proposed $35,000 appropriation. 

There is an urgency about these and several other projects which 
I would like to convey to the committee. Construction should begin 
early in the fiscal year on Hills Creek and Ice Harbor. The Hills 
Creek project is 95 percent ready for construction—the only project 
in the Willamette River Basin in that status. The appropriation of 
$2,009,050 which my colleagues and I have proposed will complete 
planning and get construction underway. 
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The major multipurpose Ice Harbor dam project is in a similar 
status; it is the only such project in the Columbia River Basin ready 
for construction. To complete planning and to begin this project it js 
yroposed that the committee appropriate $3,500,000. The President 
fas recommended no appropriations for this project, but may I em- 
phasize, that the project 1s needed—desperately ; it is ready to be built, 
The amount my colleagues and I have recommended will get it started, 

Here again, are instances of prevailing urgency. Preconstruction 
planning funds are vital if starts on construction are to be made in 
the near future. In the case of John Day Dam, only $500,000 has been 
recommended by the administration for planning, although it is esti- 
mated by the engineers that $750,000 to $1,500,000 would be required 
during the fiscal year. Accordingly, I recommend that the greater 
amount be appropriated to speed the planning phase. 

The President’s budget recommendation for Cougar Dam again, is 
another case of inadequacy. Insufficient funds are recommended by 
him. It is estimated that $250,000 will complete planning, and | 
recommend this amount be appropriated along with $250,000 which 
will permit commencement of construction later in the fiscal year. | 
should like to add that flood losses along the Willamette River Basin 
amount to millions of dollars each year. Cougar Dam, to be located 
on a major tributary of the Willamette, the South Fork of the 
McKenzie River, has been authorized as a flood-control project. Ad- 
dition of Federal power facilities were authorized in the last Congress 
in the Omnibus Rivers and Harbors Act. Power facilities of Cougar 
are scheduled to provide between 25,000 and 35,000 kilowatts capacity. 
The need for the Cougar Dam project is very great, and in view of the 
expected 5-year construction period it will require, it is imperative 
that planning be completed and work started as soon as possible. The 
appropriation recommended herewith may be considered a minimum 
but sound appropriation for that purpose. 

The committee will note that no funds are included in the adminis- 
tration recommendation for the Green Peter-White Ridge project 
which has been authorized both as a flood control and a Federal power 
project. Located on the South Santiam River, a Willamette tribu- 
tary, Green Peter-White Ridge is scheduled to provide a capacity of 
81,000 kilowatts. Planning will require 2 years. It is apparent that 
if construction—which will take about 4 years—is to begin as soon as 
possible, adequate funds must be provided now. The amount sug- 
gested—$200,000—is needed during the fiscal year according to the 
Army engineers, and I recommend that amount to the committee. 

As the detailed recommendations attached to my statement will show, 
there are other projects in the Northwest deserving of the committee’s 
consideration. 

In closing, may I again emphasize the important relationship be- 
tween an orderly progress in public works development in the North- 
west to the economy growth of the region. Disregard for this relation- 
ship, as would be evidenced in unsuitable appropriations for project 
surveys, planning and construction, could have disastrous conse- 
quences. 

I want to express my appreciation for the committee’s kindness in 
allowing time for these statements. 

(The detailed presentation follows :) 
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Mr. Evins. Thank you, Congressman Green. 

I'he committee will hear next Senator Morse, and then have 
questions together. 

Senator Morse: Mr. Chairman, I would like permission to have my 
full Statement, including a summary chart, inserted in the record in 
order to conserve the committee’s time, and I shall just limit my re. 
marks to highlighting what is contained in the statement. — 

Mr. Evins. They may be incorporated in the record, Senator Morse. 

Senator Morse. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, | 
very much appreciate the opportunity to appear and testify on the 
vital and pressing needs for public works starts in Oregon and the 
Pacific Northwest. Unfortunately, the present administration has 
made not 1 recommendation for a major project start in Oregon or 
the Pacific Northwest for any of the 3 fiscal years for which it has 
made budget recommendations. 


our 


IMMEDIATE NEED FOR NEW PROJECT STARTS IN OREGON 


At the very time when power shortages have been imminent and 
future chronic power shortages obvious, it is all that we in Congress 
have been able to do to keep projects started in former years on 
schedule. 

In fact, I was advised this morning that the Atomic Energy Com- 
mittee prophesies that by the year 2000, the economy of our country 
will be such that we will need power at a rate 20 times the amount of 
power now available in the United States, which gives you some idea 
of the great future of our economy and the regulation of power to 
that extent. 

The situation has been permitted by the administration to become 
so bad that only two of the multipurpose projects already authorized 
have been brought to the point where construction could be begun if 
funds are provided. As my detailed testimony will show, the urgent 
need now is to start construction of the Hills Creek and Ice Harbor 
projects and to press forward with the completion of planning for 
the John Day, Cougar, and Green Peter power and flood control 
projects. ; 

Now may I say, Mr. Chairman, that it does not make one whit of 
difference what program is adopted for the construction of these 
projects in the final stages, the planning is going to be the same. The 
Army engineers point out that the same money is going to be needed 
for planning whether it is done by Government construction or by 
partnership construction, and I think it is a great mistake for it to 
be sidetracked over a political fight of partnership as to time, when 
all we need is to go ahead with the planning money. The planning 
of these dams is going to be the same, no matter who builds the dam 
because they involve flood-control features and the Army engineers. 
of course, under either proposal, will be the organization that will do 
the planning and the construction. 

It is imperative that this preconstruction planning be prosecuted as 
vigorously as possible so that actual construction starts could be made 
in the years immediately ahead. Unless there is maximum activity 
on preconstruction planning, no new start could be undertaken in the 
Pacific Northwest for several years under any circumstances and 
under any scheme of financing, except Ice Harbor Dam and the Hills 
Creek project. 
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JOHN DAY DAM—PLANNING FUNDS 


The John Day Dam which was authorized several years ago would 
be primarily a power project located on the main stem of the Colum- 
bia near the mouth of John Day River. It will have an installed ca- 
pacity of 1,100,000 kilowatts which, with the addition of upstream 
storage, can be increased to 1,500,000 kilowatts. 

The President recommended only $500,000 for preconstruction plan- 
ning on John Day for fiscal year 1956, although the Senators from 
(Qregon, Washington, and Montana urged that he recommend $1.5 
nillion before the budget was submitted to Congress. 

John Day planning will take almost 2 full years to complete, ac- 
cording to data submitted to me by the Corps of Engineers. If the 
Pacific Northwest is to have a fighting chance to avoid predicted criti- 
cal power shortages in the years ahead, it is imperative that this great 
power project be readied for construction at the earliest possible date. 

The amount of $500,000 recommended by the President is inade- 
quate for this purpose. In July 1954, the Portland district engineer 
of the corps advised me as follows ; and I quote from his letter : 

Normal and accelerated schedules: A period of 2 years would be required for 
planning this project on a normal schedule prior to initiation of construction. 
Under an accelerated schedule, assuming planning funds are made available by 
about August 15 so that foundation exploration and other fieldwork could start 
immediately following the annual flood season, construction could probably be 
started 16 to 18 months after start of planning. 

Preconstruction fund requirements: Under a normal planning schedule, ap- 
propriation of about $2 million would be required to prepare the project for 
construction. Of that amount about $700,000 would be required the first year. 
Under an accelerated schedule, funds requirements would be about $2,500,000 
of which $1,500,000 would be required the first year. 

It was on the basis of that letter of the Army engineers that I intro- 
duced with my colleagues the proposal for the planning fund of 
$1,500,000. 

The Corps of Engineers in Washington has recently advised my 
office that $700,000 to $750,000 could be used in fiscal year 1956 for 
planning. If such an amount rather than $500,000 were appropriated 
this year, a construction start could be made in fiscal 1957. My col- 
leagues, Senator Neuberger and Congresswoman Green, join in urging 
aminimum appropriation of $750,000 for the coming fiscal year. The 
Senators from Washington and Montana join with us. 

The committee will recall that last year we got that amount through 
the Senate, but it was dropped out in conference. We also feel that it 
might be advisable to appropriate $1.5 million on the chance that an 
accelerated planning schedule of 16 to 18 months for planning might 
be possible. The Corps of Engineers has recently advised my office 
that the 1954 estimate that this would be possible 1s somewhat doubt- 
ful. 

However, the larger sum might prove usable in bringing closer the 
date when construction of the John Day Dam could be begun. Its 
power potential is so urgently required that the possibility of ac- 
celerated planning should not be discarded without exhaustive con- 
sideration. 

_The John Day project has the support of the people of the Pacific 
Northwest who recognize the urgent need for the power it will provide 
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and the flood-control and navigation benefits it will contribute to the 
region. 

tesolutions in support of substantial planning funds for the Joh) 
Day Dam have been submitted to me by: Oregon State Grangers, 
Oregon Rural Electric Cooperative Association, Common Council of 
the City of Umatilla, the Inland Empire Waterways Association, 
Westland Grange of Umatilla County, the Improved Order of Rei 
Men and the Degree of Pocahontas, and the North Gilliam County 
Chamber of Commerce, among others. 


COUGAR DAM-——PLANNING AND CONSTRUCTION FUND 


Cougar is in my backyard, in my hometown, and I have had long 
association with the problems of the Eugene Water Board over the 
years, concerning their municipal plant, and I want to see the dam 
constructed, I want to see it constructed as fast as it possibly can be 
done, as a Federal project, as is presently authorized. And as my 
colleague has made clear, it is very important for the future immedi- 
ately ahead. ; 

Cougar Dam is a vitally needed multipurpose project near Eugene, 
Oreg. Its primary value is for flood control, providing 210,000 acre- 
feet of storage, of which 155,000 would be usable for other than power 
purposes. 

Flood problems are acute in the Willamette River Basin which 
drains the most heavily populated area of Oregon. The Cougar site 
is on the South Fork of the McKenzie River, a principal tributary of 
the Willamette River. 

Flood losses in the basin are estimated at millions of dollars an- 
nually, primarily in erosion of valuable and irreplaceable farmland. 

Cougar is part of an alternative to the Quartz Creek flood-control 
project originally authorized in 1938. Cougar itself was authorized 
as a flood-control project only. In the last Congress the addition of 
Federal power facilities was authorized in the omnibus rivers and 
harbors act. The power facilities of Cougar would provide between 
25,000 and 35,000 kilowatts of capacity, depending upon whether it is 
used as a firm power or peaking plant. 

The President’s budget recommends only $100,000 for Cougar plan- 
ning. That is only two-fifths of what is required and usable for plan- 
ning in the coming fiscal year and only one-fifth of what can be used 
on anormal schedule for planning and construction in fiscal year 1956. 

And I would like to state what the Army engineers have pointed out 
to me, that there is greater efficiency and economy in the expenditure 
of the tax dollar if you have a sufficient amount of money for planning 
in a given year as against having an inadequate amount and then 
have to let it go over into another year. 

Therefore, I urge an appropriation of $250,000 for completion of 
project planning and an additional $250,000 for construction which 
could thereby be begun toward the end of fiscal 1956— that is, by next 
spring. 

Oddly enough the President said he would recommend $1 million 
for fiscal 1956 if Cougar is authorized as a so-called partnership 
project. However, that amount of money cannot be used in the next 
year. 
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This data has been provided to me by the Corps of Engineers which 
semphatic that an accelerated program is not possible on Cougar. 

The total project cost is estimated at $37.5 million and it is expected 
that it would take 5 years to construct. If full planning funds are 
provided, the total project can be accomplished in 6 years. 

Oregon and the Pacific Northwest need the flood contro] and power 
that Cougar would provide; $500,000 for panent and construction 
tor the coming fiscal year would be a sound and the minimum invest- 
ment for those purposes. 


GREEN PETER-WHITE BRIDGE PROJECT-PLANNING FUNDS 


Green Peter is also a key flood control project for the Willamette 
River Basin. Its history parallels that of Cougar. It is a substitute 
for an earlier flood control project and was authorized several years 
avo for flood control only. 

In 1954, Federal power facilities were authorized to be added to the 
(ireen Peter and White Bridge project (the latter a small reregulat- 
ing dam newly authorized). 

It would provide about 300,000 acre-feet of storage on the South 
Santiam River (near Sweet Home, Oreg.) another major tributary 
of the Willamette. 

Installed power capacity of 81,000 kilowatts is projected for Green 
Peter-White Bridge. This important flood control and power project 
hasan estimated total cost of $62 million. 

It will take a minimum of 2 years of planning to ready Green 
Peter for construction, the Army engineers tell us, and construction 
will take about 4 years. If this project is to be built in the reasonably 
near future, it is obvious that preconstruction planning must be under- 
taken this coming fiscal year. 

Unfortunately, the President recommends no funds for this purpose. 

Maximum progress on planning can be achieved in fiscal year 1956 
by an appropriation of $200,000 which would provide for completion 
of almost 50 percent of the necessary preconstruction planning. The 
engineers inform me it would be impossible to accelerate planning be- 
cause no planning and design has been accomplished to date. Total 
planning fund requirements are $700,000 to $800,000. 

soth Cougar and Green Peter-White Bridge are integral parts of 
the engineers main control plan for the Willamette River Basin and 
are urgently required and desired in the basin. 

Substantial progress can be made on Cougar and Green Peter-White 
bridge for comparatively small expenditures. The Administration’s 
budget requests are totally inadequate for them. The Administra- 
tion's position that $3 million would be recommended for them if they 
are authorized as partnership projects is unrealistic. That amount 
cannot be used in the next fiscal year, the Corps of Engineers informs 
me, 

The Willamette iver Basin Commission of Oregon strongly recom- 
mends maximum planning funds for the Cougar and Green Peter- 
White Bridge projects. The commission is supported in its recom- 
mendations by numerous local groups representing farmers, business 
and labor, including : 


Yamhill County Project Committee 
Lane Pomona Grange 
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Santa Clara Grange No. 746 
Waterville Grange No. 416 
Willakenzie Grange No. 498 
Coburg West Point Grange No. 535 
Linn County Farm Bureau 

Lane County Project Committee 
Polk County Project Committee 
Benton County Project Committee 


In addition the following have submitted resolutions to me stressing 
the importance of early construction : 


Albany Chamber of Commerce 
Lebanon Chamber of Commerce 
Salem Chamber of Commerce 

Sweet Home Chamber of Commerce 
Local 659, IBEW, Albany 

Linn County Farmers Union 

Local 5-251, TWA, CIO 

Albany Central Labor Council 
Sidney-Talbott Farmers Union 

Linn County Court 

Marion County Court 

Local 2554-A, Plywood & Veneer Workers 
Albany Kiwanis Club 

Lebanon Kiwanis Club 

Sweet Home Kiwanis Club 

North Lebanon Water Control District 


Sweet Home Rotary Club 

Sweet Home Jr. Chamber of Commerce 
Linn County Farm Bureau 

Lebanon Lions Club 

Local 2791, Lumber and Sawmill Workers 


HILLS CREEK——-CONSTRUCTION FUNDS 


This is the only new flood control-power project in the Willamette 
River Basin ready for construction in the fiscal year starting July 1, 
1955. 

Five hundred eighty-seven thousand five hundred dollars have 
been allocated for planning, which is 95 percent complete. Its con- 
struction can be begun immediately. 

It has a lower total cost and greater annual benefits than Cougar and 
Green Peter. (See “Water Resources Development by the Corps of 
Engineers in Oregon—office of the division engineer, Portland, 
Oreg.— January 1, 1953, pp. 35-39. ) 

It will prevent annual flood damage of $1,637,200 with its 280,000 
acre-feet of storage (as compared with 210,000 acre-feet of Cougar and 
368,500 for Green Peter-White Bridge). 

It will have an installed capacity of 20,000 kilowatts. In addition, 
it will increase the power output of Lookout Point Dam, which has an 
installed capacity of 120,000 kilowatts that cannot be fully used today, 
although the project is in operation. The 1953 Portland division eng'- 
neers’ report states: “This project is closely related to Lookout Point 
Reservoir downstream from Hills Creek. The integration of the two 
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rojects involves the transfer of flood control storage from Lookout 
Point Reservoir to Hills Creek Reservoir in the interest of maximum 
ywer production at Lookout Point.” 

Construction can be begun with an appropriation of $2,000,050 and 
completed in 4 years—about a year before Cougar and 2 years before 
Green Peter if each is carried forward with maximum speed. 

In view of the urgent need for flood control and power in the region, 
Hills Creek is the obvious and only possible new start. If construc- 
tion of Hills Creek is begun and maximum — funds provided 
for Cougar and Green Peter, Oregon will be making real progress 
toward meeting the urgent flood control needs of the area and increas- 
ing electric power supplies. 

The Willamette River Basin Commission and local groups are strong 
intheir support for this vital and economical project. 


ICE HARBOR DAM—CONSTRUCTION FUNDS 


This is the only major multipurpose project in the Columbia River 
Basin that is ready for construction. In years past I have joined with 
the Senators from Washington in urging that its construction be 
begun. 

Although it is the only possible new start and has been for several 
years, the present administration has not recommended any funds for 
its construction. 

Ice Harbor, 1 of the 4 major dams authorized for the Long 
Snake River, would have an initial installed capacity of 139,000 kilo- 
watts. With upstream storage, its installed capacity will total 204,000 
kilowatts. In addition, it would provide substantial navigation bene- 
fits. 

Not only are the power and navigation benefits of Ice Harbor needed 
for themselves. We must continue with multipurpose dam construc- 
tion on an orderly basis or we will lose the capacity to undertake such 
construction. 

I ask consent to introduce into the record a letter, dated March 5, 
1955, from Mr. George Atkinson, president of the Willamette Iron & 
Steel Co. 

(The matter referred to is as follows :) 

WILLAMETTE IRON & STEEL Co., 
Portland, Oreg., March 5, 1955. 
Hon, WAYNE Morse, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

Deak Senator Morse: Knowing of your long-standing position in favor of 
development of the Northwest, we wish to call your urgent attention to the serious 
and widespread misunderstanding of the present “construction boom.” Although 
this so-called boom is real as far as total construction is concerned, the fact is 
that major heavy construction is decreasing to a fraction of its former volume, 
and as manufacturers of special equipment for this type of project, we are vitally 
interested. 

A recent survey covering the major civil-works projects of the Corps of Engi- 
heers and the United States Bureau of Reclamation (projects which involved 
construction contracts of approximately $5 million or more in size) showed that 
over the last 5 years the number of such projects being started annually by these 
agencies has decreased at least 75 percent, and that the number of major con- 
tracts required for these projects has decreased more than 90 percent. 

We enclose a graph which shows the alarming decrease in new contracts 
awarded for major civil-works construction as contrasted with the rapidly in- 
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creasing rate of construction as a whole. In addition, this graph shows tip 
steadily falling rate of total expenditures for conservation and developmey 
projects. With respect to the latter it is to be noted that most of the presey; 
remaining volume of 1955 heavy construction consists of work on large projects 
commenced several years ago. 

The fact is that while previously commenced projects are rapidly being cop. 
pleted, the commencement of new major projects has been almost entirely eljnj. 
nated. It is true that a number of smaller jobs have been started, but thos 
simply will not fill the void created by the elimination of the heavier projects 
neither the proposed new highway programs nor continued high-level building 
acivity alleviate this situation. They will, of course, help business generally anj 
will provide more than ample work for the contractors and suppliers who 
specialize in these fields, but they will not help those industries whose livelihoo| 
depends on heavier types of construction. 

It is becoming more evident every day that not enough new large projects ar 
being commenced to keep the heavy construction pipeline full nor, in fact, ty 
maintain even the present volume of such work. No serious repercussions haye 
occurred so far because of the activity on old projects; but the time is fas 
approaching when the full effects of the decline in heavy construction starts will 
be felt. 

One belief widely held is that major heavy public works construction is q 
depression palliative which can be quickly started to relieve economic stress 
and unemployment, but this idea is entirely erroneous and misleading as was 
recently brought out before the Joint Congressional Committee on the Presi- 
dent’s Economic Report. There is a long period of investigation, planning 
manufacturing and equipping which must precede actual construction on every 
large project and which cannot be accelerated hurriedly. 

We believe that another difficulty is that many Government officials, properly 
desiring to hold total public works appropriations to a minimum and being 
misled by the boom publicity, have either not recognized that heavy civil works 
construction will soon come to a complete standstill or do not appreciate the 
seriousness of the effect that will result. They have evidently not realized that 
the heavy work pipeline must be kept full by starting new major projects reg- 
ularly in order to avoid serious unbalance in the construction industry and 
its damaging effect on employment and the economy generally. 

The most recent evidence of this is in the Federal budget for 1956, which pro- 
vides funds for the commencement by the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of 
Reclamation of only four’? new major authorized heavy construction projects, 
the largest of which is small when compared to many projects now under con- 
struction. This will mean, at best, only 20 to 25 percent of the past few years 
volume of this type of work. 

This entire problem is very serious, not only to those directly concerned, but 
also in its effect on many other industries. The construction of a major project 
not only stabilizes employment and business in its immediate locality for several 
years—but it also gives major support to the heavy machinery, the heavy truck 
manufacturing, the equipment, steel, cement, sand and gravel, transportation, 
and other similar industries for the several-year period involved. 

The key to this situation is the commencement of major projects. Contracts 
are still being let on some projects which were started as long ago as 1947— 
Garrison Dam, for example; but the point is that no new Garrison’s, or Oahe’s, ot 
MeNary’s are now in the final planning stage—so that the fiscal years 1956 and 
1957 will be virtually dormant in heavy construction even if new projects are 
commenced as soon as possible. 

We wish to make it clear that this letter is not intended as an argument for 
construction for its own sake. Obviously, each project constructed must he 
fully justified, both economically and generally. It is simply an effort to bring 
to your notice the necessity for maintaining a reasonable uniform program of 
major project starts geared to our national growth and needs and commensurate 
with the levels of economic activity in other fields. 

In the interest of brevity we have held this letter to the shortest possible 
statement that would serve to point out the seriousness of this situation. How- 


11. Old River project, Louisiana (Corps of Engineers). 2. Eagle Gorge Reservoir, Wash. 
(Corps of Engineers). 8. Palo Verde project, Arizona-California-Nevada (Bureau of 
Reclamation). 4. Santa Maria project, California (Bureau of Reclamation). 
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ever, if you should desire further information, we will be glad to assemble and 
submit additional background and other supplemental data. , 
We strongly urge you to initiate and actively support a program which will 
restore a healthy level of activity in the field of major heavy civil works because 
of the far-reaching benefits to be achieved. 
Very truly yours, 
Geo. H. ATKINSON, President. 


\ RECOMMENDATION TO THE CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES ADOPTED BY THE 
(oVERNING AND ADvisorY Boarps OF THE ASSOCIATED GENERAL CONTRACTORS 
or AMERICA, St. Louis, MO., SEPTEMBER 27-29, 1954 


MAJOR HEAVY PUBLIC WORKS CONSTRUCTION PROGRAMS 


The governing and advisory boards of the Associated General Contractors of 
America, meeting in St. Louis, September 27-29, recommends that Congress care- 
fully consider these facts : 

1. A serious misconception exists as to the nature of the present construction 
boom so that, while the grand total for all construction remains high, the volume 
of Government expenditures for heavy civil works continue to decrease. These 
Federal projects constitute the main volume of heavy public works ; 

» This decline is so precipitous as to be alarming—Federal heavy works 
awards for the first 7 months of 1954 being approximately 30 percent under those 
for the same period in 1953; 

3. Furthermore, most of the current major awards represent contracts for 
the final sections of previously started large projects; and virtually no “new 
starts” of major projects are being made—in fact, recent dispatches indicate 
that the present policy is to entirely curtail new starts on Federal civil-works 
projects ; 

4. The nature of heavy construction is such that it cannot be turned off in 
time of boom or quickly started anew in time of recession, but in order to do so 
must maintain at all times a minimum volume of active major projects so that 
skeleton construction organizations may be held together ; 

5. Because of the specialized type of plant, management organizations, and 
skills required for heavy construction work, this segment of the industry cannot 
be readily converted to lighter kinds of work; nor can organizations once dis- 
banded be quickly reestablished ; 

6. Unless a sufficient number of new starts of major projects are made in 1955 
and each of the following years, the volume of heavy work will fall entirely 
below the level necessary for the preservation of this segment of the industry. 
Such a disruption would so cripple heavy construction that it would be unable 
to rapidly accelerate in time of recession or to adequately meet the demands of 
any national emergency. 

7. Mining, manufacturing, transportation, supply, and many other industries 
all have a large stake in heavy construction; and Federal expenditures in this 
field not only result in widespread employment but also undergird the whole 
economy. 

We urgently request that Congress make adequate appropriations so that a suf- 
ficient number of new starts on major public works projects designed to develop 
our natural resources will be made in each succeeding year. 


The alarming and valid argument that he makes and documents is 
that if we do not continue to keep the major heavy construction pipe- 
line full, the Nation will be rendered unable to undertake such con- 
struction if an emergency need arises. To use another analogy, if we 
permit our heavy-construction muscles to atrophy from disuse, we 
will not be able to revive them rapidly enough to meet future needs. 

_As he points out, the major multipurpose dams now under construc- 
tion will be completed soon, for example, McNary, The Dalles, and 
Chief Joseph. 

Unless Ice Harbor and John Day and Hells Canyon construction is 
begun in the years immediately ahead, the Nation’s heavy-construction 
industry and the industries which serve it will contract and lose their 
ability to produce as needed. 
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These conclusions and supporting data are presented by a recom. 
mendation to the Congress adopted by the boards of the Associated 
General Contractors of America in September 1954. I ask unanimous 
consent that it be included in the record at this point in my remarks, 


COLUMBIA RIVER CHANNEL—VANCOUVER TO THE DALLES—CONSTRIc- 
TION FUNDS 


Congress can transform into reality the possibility of deep-draft 
navigation from the commerce lanes of the Pacific Ocean up the Col- 
umbia River to The Dalles, the natural gateway to the Inland Empire. 
This would provide one of the few places in the world where ocean 
commerce can go through a major mountain range into an inland area, 

This was suggested by President Roosevelt at the Bonneville project 
in August 1934, when he said: “I hope it will be found the part of wis- 
dom to install ship locks in this dam at this time, so that navigation 
may be extended to the interior.” 

A great step forward was taken when locks providing for depths of 
96 and 32 feet over the sills were constructed in Bonneville Dam in- 
stead of the 9 feet, as originally planned. On August 26, 1937, Con- 
gress authorized a ship channel from Vancouver, Wash., to Bonneville 
Dam of a depth of 27 feet and a bottom width of 300 feet. This action 
was reaflirmed and increased by the Congress in the Rivers and Har- 
bors Act of July 24, 1946, which extended this channel authorization 
to The Dalles, Oreg. 

This great development of a channel for oceangoing vessels would 
have been accomplished but for the interruption of two wars. The 
channel, as far as Bonneville Dam, was almost completed when World 
War II struck and caused a cessation of work, which delayed its com- 
pletion until 1949. The channel between Bonneville Dam and The 
Dalles would have been finished shortly after 1949, in accordance 
with the plans of the Army engineers, had not the outbreak of hos- 
tilities in Korea caused all such work to be stopped. 

All that stands now between that historic vision of President Roose- 
velt and its fulfillment are a few channel alinement corrections in the 
3 or 4 miles above Bonneville Dam. I submit that the time has come 
to translate it into reality and thereby aid the growth of a great new 
economic area—the Inland Empire. 

A request has been made to the engineers for detailed data of cost 
and the amount that would be required to get this project under way. 
That information was not available when this testimony was prepared. 
1t undoubtedly will be available to the committee before it marks up 
the bill, and I urge that funds will be provided for a start on this 
project. The longer it is delayed, the more expensive it will be. 

This project will open up an entire new region to oceanborne com- 
merce, just as we are presently opening up mid-continent America by 
means of the St. Lawrence seaway. It is a project which will have a 
benefit-cost ratio of unimaginable proportions, a project which will 
bring untold benefits to a million people and to an area of 200,000 
square miles. I urge the inclusion of this project in the appropriations 
for the next fiscal vear, and thus justify the faith and vision of the 
planners who fought for and succeeded in obtaining the deep-draft 
locks in Bonneville Dam. 
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[ should like to submit for the record a statement concerning this 
‘erg which was prepared by one of those selfsame planners, Mr. 
\v. S. Nelson, who is manager of the chamber of commerce of The 
panes Oreg. Mr. Nelson is one of those public servants who do their 
work largely unrecognized, but without whom history would be com- 


pletely different. | } 
For well over 30 years W. S. Nelson has served the mid-Columbia 


area with a total devotion and allegiance we could all well emulate. 
To him must go the greater share of the credit for the new interstate 
bridge at The “Dalles, and without his vision and diligent efforts it is 
loubtful that The Dalles Dam would today be under construction. 
No single worthy development in the progress and growth of the mid- 

Columbia area in a third of a century has failed to profit from his 
ae and gain strength from his efforts toward coordinating, inte- 
crating, and expanding the ec onomy of that area 

(Mr. Nelson’s statement follows :) 


STATEMENT CONCERNING INSTALLATION OF SHIP LOCK IN BONNEVILLE DAM CON- 
STRUCTION OF SHIP CHANNEL—VANCOUVER, WASH., TO BONNEVILLE DAM RECTIFI- 
CATION OF SHip CHANNEL ALINEMENT—BONNEVILLE DAM TO THE DALLES, PRE- 
PARED By W. S. NELSON By REQUEST OF PorT OF THE DALLES COMMISSION, THE 
DALLES, OREG., MARCH 26, 1955 


THE ISSUE 


The ship channel between Vancouver, Wash., and The Dalles, Oreg., cannot be 
completed and made usable unless and until an appropriation can be obtained 
for channel alinement rectification of that portion of it that extends from Ronne- 
ville Dam to The Dalles, which was fully authorized in the Rivers ard Harbors 
Act of July 24, 1946. 

Channel alinement improvement, recommended by the Army engineers, is prin- 
cipally in the Eagle Creek and Cascade Rapids area, both of which are in close 
proximity of Bonneville Dam. This improvement could and should have been 
nade while Bonneville Dam was under construction, as shown elsewhere in this 
statement. 

EXISTING SITUATION 


Bonneville Dam—its location and construction 


In the first comprehensive plan for the development of the Columbia River, 
from the head of the tidal section to the Canadian boundary, as presented to 
Congress, March 29, 1982, by the Corps of Engineers and reported in House Docu- 
ment 103, 73d Congress, ‘Ist session, it was recommended that a navigation and 
hydroelectric dam be built in the vicinity of Bonneville as the first and ultimate 
downstream project. No specific location was indicated since sites at Warren- 
dale, Bonneville, and Cascade Rapids were under study as possible locations for 
this first and ultimate downstream dam. 

Initial start of construction of Bonneville Dam was not formally authorized 
by Congress through usual congressional procedures. Its construction was 
ordered by President Franklin D. Roosevelt, by authority given under provisions 
of the National Industrial Recovery Act. Construction began September 30, 1933, 
as Federal Project No. 28, under the Public Works Administration. Presumably 
the Corps of Engineers were directed to construct the project for the Public 
Works Administration and presumably the Corps of Engineers chose Bonneville 
as the site for the project. 

It is generally known and recognized that final plans and specifications for 

Sonneville Dam had not been made prior to or at the time construction began. 
Construction was hurriedly initiated in the interest of restoring to normalcy our 
collapsed economy. 

In the first studies of a project in the vicinity of Bonneville, it was proposed 
that the controlled low water elevation above the dam be established at 54 feet 
above sea level, and that navigation locks in such a project should be of dimen- 
‘ions providing a lock width of 56 feet, a length of 360 feet with a minimum depth 
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over sills of 9 feet ; such locks being then regarded as adequate for shallow-draft 
navigation. . 

Because of better foundation conditions at Bonneville, it was decided to locat 
the project at that point and also because it was determined that by building 
at that point the height of the dam could be increased to such an extent as to 
provide for control of a normal low water elevation of 72 feet above sea level 
thus giving greater power capability. The project was so designed and built, | 

By this change, the back-water effect was to establish low-water controlled 
elevation at The Dalles, 45 miles above Bonneville Dam, 26 feet greater than the 
normal low-water elevation of the river on an uncontrolled basis or, in other 
words, adding 26 feet in depth to the then existing channel at The Dalles. A dam 
with a height of 54 feet at Bonneville would have produced a back water increagp 
of only 18 feet. 

The change produced a navigational advantage above the dam comparable, in 
depth and width, with the ship channel from Portland to the sea. This adyap. 
tage was quickly recognized by all communities east of the Cascade Mountains 

Even with the navigational advantage of greater depth and width, to be created 
by the dam, the Corps of Engineers, when requested to change the specification 
of the navigation locks from those for shallow draft navigation to those ade. 
quate for deep draft navigation, stated that such change could not be mac 
without an act of Congress, and here is where the battle began to preserve the 
advantage being created by the project. 

Petitions were filed with the Public Works Administration to change the froze; 
specifications for the navigation lock. They were denied. The people of th: 
interior united to fight the shallow-draft navigation locks, it having been asce:- 
tained that extension of a deep-draft channel from Vancouver to the dam, ovr 
the tidal section, could be provided in the same manner as the channel had ben 
made from Vancouver and Portland to the sea. 

A resolution of the House of Representatives was finally adopted in Januerr 
1934, directing the Army engineers to report upon the feasibility of installing a 
ship lock in Bonneville Dam adequate for a draft of 30 feet. A hearing was 
ordered and held, under this resolution, before the Board of Engineers for Rivers 
and Harbors, at The Dalles, Oreg., on May 31, 1934, when economic justification 
was cited by many witnesses, representing a diversity of interests in all of the 
area from the Cascade Mountains eastward, an empire of 200,000 square miles 

No decision to alter the specifications of the locks was made until after Presi- 
dent Roosevelt visited the project in August 1934. In a speech made at the proj- 
ect, among other things, the President said, “I hope it will be found the part of 
wisdom to install ship locks in this dam at this time, so that navigation may be 
extended to the interior.” Following this statement, construction of ship locks 
was begun. f 

By insisting that the navigational advantage created by Bonneville Dam be 
preserved and made usable, we today have a ship lock, with dimensions of a 
width of 76 feet, not 56 feet, as first proposed; of a clear length of 500 feet, not 
360 feet ; and a depth over upper sill of 32 feet, not 9 feet ; and a depth over lower 
sill of 26 feet, not 9 feet. Even these expanded specifications have now beet 
found to be, in some respects, inadequate for even shallow-draft navigation since 
they are not suitable for movement of barges when nested, as is the practice on 
the Mississippi and other rivers. These specifications, as to width and length, 
are below those adopted for McNary Dam and The Dalles Dam, where width Is 
now 86 feet, against Bonneville of 76 feet; and length 675 feet against Bonne- 
ville 500 feet. Depth over sills is more restricted in these dams than at Bonne 
ville. 


It is proper to note at this point that Bonneville Dam was formally authorized 
as a Rivers and Harbors project by the act of August 30, 1935, or about 2 years 
after its construction began as a Federal project, under the Public Works A¢- 
ministration. 


Ship channel project—Vancouver to Bonneville 


Following change in specification of locks at Bonneville and the recognition 
that the Columbia River could be made navigable for deep-draft vessels, as well 
as shallow draft, from the sea to The Dalles, it became necessary to obtain 
adoption of a project to provide for the extension of the then existing ship chat- 
nel from Vancouver, Wash. to Bonneville Dam. 

The Committee on Rivers and Harbors of the House of Representatives, bY 
resolution, adopted January 5, 1934, requested the Board of Engineers for Rivers 
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gud Harbors to review the reports on Columbia River, Ore. and Wash., sub- 
yitted in House Document 103, 73d Congress, 1st session, with a view to pro- 
riding a channel 30 feet deep, from the mouth of the Willamette River to Bonne- 
ville Dam, and locks in said dam suitable for navigation of 30-foot draft. 

A report on the engineering and economic feasibility of the ship-channel proj- 
et was submitted to Congress by the Chief of Engieers, in House Document 
4, 74th Congress, 2d session, dated April 20, 1936. It is to be noted that full 
approval of the project was made from the district engineer, through the division 
engineer and the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors. The requested 
channel depth was reduced from 30 feet to 27 feet, for reasons set forth in the 

port. 

Ti August 26, 1937, Congress authorized the construction of a ship channel 
from Vancouver, Wash., to Bonneville Dam, of a depth of 27 feet and a bottom 
width of 300 feet. 

Through appropriations thereafter made and by construction projects carried 
on by the Corps of Engineers, excavation to project depth had been completed on 
May 5, 1943, except for 2 small areas of boulders and cement gravel, where the 
controlling depth was then 20 feet, as given in a public notice to navigation in- 
terests, issued by Col. Donald J. Leehy, then district engineer of the Portland 
District of the Corps of Engineers. Colonel Leehy also stated in this notice that 
work was Suspended in compliance with orders of the War Production Board 
as not being essential to war effort at this time. 

Since 1946, we have consistently insisted, through our congressional delega- 
tion, that sufficient funds be provided to bring the project between Vancouver, 
Wash., and Bonneville Dam, to full project depth, as authorized by Congress 
on August 26, 1937. 

In a letter to Port of The Dalles Commission, on January 6, 1955, from Col. 
}. U. Moorehead, district engineer, Portland District, Corps of Engineers, it is 
stated that the dredging of the main channel between Vancouver and Bonne- 
ville. was completed in 1949, to project dimensions of 27 feet deep and bottom 
width of 300 feet. 

It is stated in the above-referred-to letter that this channel at the present 
time is used for barge transportation and log towing, and is maintained to a 
depth of 15 feet, which is adequate for existing traffic. 

It is also stated, that no construction work on the channel, between Van- 
couver and The Dalles, is contemplated until the needs of navigation require 
additional improvements. 

It is clearly evident, from this letter, that the Corps of Engineers are not 
reommending the appropriation of the required funds to complete the ship 
channel. They are taking the position that they are the judges as to the needs 
for deep-draft navigation. How can the ports along the upper river promote 
and establish deep-draft navigation if a channel adequate for such purpose is 
hot provided? There is enough evidence to prove the need for the expanded 
alvantages of deep-draft service. 

But this recent statement is but a pyramiding of the changing views of the 
Corps of Engineers, as to the need for the full completion of the ship channel. 
The issue now is the correction of alinement of channel above Bonneville Dam, 
which the engineers insist must be made before they will recommend restoration 
of the section of the channel from Vancouver to Bonneville to full authorized 
roject depth. We now discuss this situation under the following topic. 


Ship channel alinement, Bonneville to The Dalles 


In House Document No. 94, 74th Congress, 2d session, April 20, 1936, the then 
district engineer stated, on page 47, paragraph 109, as follows: “It appears that 
ship navigation may also require the straightening of the channel just above 
Fagle Creek to eliminate a sharp turn and reduce cross currents, and some fur- 
ther work of a minor character may be found necessary at and above the Cascade 
Rapids. The amount of such additional work is not large and is included in 
the allowance for contingencies in the cost estimate.” 

But this improvement that could and should have been made was not under- 
taken and no indication was ever given to any of the public interests that the 
‘provements would not be made. 

The need for congressional authorization to do this work, which it was con- 
emplated would be done while Bonneville was under construction, did not show 
) until a resolution was adopted by the Rivers and Harbors Committee of the 
House of Representatives, on December 21, 1944, wherein the Army engineers 
Were requested to review the reports previously submitted on Columbia River 
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between Vancouver, Wash., and The Dalles, Oreg., with a view to determining 
whether it is desirable to provide additional improvement in the interest of nay. 
gation and commerce. A public hearing was held by the district engineer, » 
Hood River, Oreg., on April 19, 1945, in accordance with this resolution. 

As a result of this procedure, it is shown in Report 2009, dated May 13, 1946, 
79th Congress, 2d session, in support of River and Harbor bill H. R. 6407, whereiy 
it is stated, on page 53, that a report was authorized by Senate Commerce (oy. 
mittee resolutions, adopted December 3, 1935, April 11, 1939, and July 10, 1945, 
and Rivers and Harbors Resolutions, adopted April 13, 1939, and Decembe; 
1, 1944, on plan of recommended modification of existing project. It extenis 
this to state that modification of existing projects for Columbia River, betweey 
Vancouver, Wash., and The Dalles, Oreg., is to provide the following: 

“(a) For channel 27 feet deep at adopted low water and 300 feet wide betwee) 
Vancouver, Wash., and The Dalles, Oreg. (This item provides for channel exc. 
vation above Bonneville. )”’ 

This project, among others in the bill, was approved in the River and Harbor 
Act of July 24, 1946. 

This in effect then was to authorize an improvement that could and should have 
been made while Bonneville Dam was under construction, the need of which was 
then recognized as heretofore shown. 

Since 1946, we have consistently and persistently endeavored to secure appro- 
priations adequate not only to complete the work authorized above Bonneville, 
but below Bonneville as well. Appropriations were finally obtained to clean w 
the job below Bonneville, which Colonel Moorhead reported in January of this 
year was actually finished in 1949. 

On February 8, 1949, we were advised by Senator Cordon that the President's 
budget of that period did not include any money for the channel above Bonneville. 

On August 16, 1949, the district engineer at Portland stated that funds for 
completion of the ship channel, Vancouver to Bonneville, had been included in 
his budget estimates. 

On August 7, 1949, Gen. Lewis A. Pick, Chief of Engineers advised Senator 
Cordon that the Corps of Engineers was aware of the importance of the improve- 
ment and gave assurance that budget estimates of the Army engineers woull 
give consideration to the project. 

January 1950, Senator Cordon advised us that President’s budget for rivers 
and harbors construction in Oregon did not contain any estimate for completion 
of the ship channel, between Bonneville Dam and The Dalles, or for maintenance 
work to bring the ship channel to project depth between Vancouver and Bonne 
ville. 

On February 10, 1950, General Bragdon, then Acting Chief of Engineers, it- 
formed Congressman Stockman, in answer to his letter of January 31, that the 
Corns of Engineers recognized the importance of the project from Vancouver 
to The Dalles, and gave assurance that in connection with the preparation of 
appropriation estimates for the fiscal year 1952, our project would be given ful! 
consideration. 

On February 15, 1950, Colonel Burns, district engineer, informed Congressman 
Stockman that there was no need for maintenance funds below Bonneville, unless 
the channel was brought to project specifications above Bonneville Dam, but that 
estimates for the requirements for this section would be included in the 19% 
fiscal year estimates. 

From 1950, down to the present, all efforts to get the channel completed have 
met with failure. 

But, there is now a new aspect and it is a shift in the thinking of the Army 
engineers, as to the desirability of establishing a ship channel. In a letter of 
August 30, 1950, addressed to me by Colonel Burns, then district engineer, at Port- 
land, it was indicated that a survey as to the possible use of the ship channel Was 
to be undertaken. Here is complete reversal from all reports on the economic 
value of the ship channel to the interior. And some of these doubts were raise 
by competitive interests at lower Columbia River ports, which fear the economi 
effect of extension of deep draft shipping inland to The Dalles, Oreg. It is al 
opposition not to be disregarded in its effect upon the required appropriations. 

Just to show what could have been done in the way of extension of oceal 
vessels, we submit with this statement a copy of press article appearing in The 
Dalles Chronicle, under date of October 24, 1945. In this article it is reported 
thet the Pecifie coast manager of the Commodity Credit Cornoration stated that 
only the fact that the Army engineers reported that the Columbia River shin chat 
nel beween Vancouver and Bonneville had filled with silt, prevents the movemel! 
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of wheat from the port of The Dalles by ocean freighter. It is stated that it 
was planned to send at least two ships to The Dalles. Here it can be seen what 
happened to full establishment of ocean operation as far inland as The Dalles. 
Here the opportunity to extend the benefits created by Bonneville Dam were dis- 
sipated and destroyed by continuous delays in construction of the ship channel 
gud in spirit of accomplishment of a project fully authorized by Congress. 

But our anxiety over completion of the project grows deeper as we hear rumors 
that some authorized projects throughout the Nation, and that includes ours, 
may be deauthorized on the basis of lack of need or because of financial retrench- 
ment. 

There are other indications that the whole Federal navigation program is 
threatened by a new policy that would destroy a waterways program of this 
Nation long established, and one that has contributed to the development of the 
Nation in the movement of its commerce, domestic and foreign, at the lowest 
possible cost. 


REGIONAL BENEFITS CREATED BY SHIP CHANNEL 


tefore Bonneville Dam was constructed and its low-water elevation estab- 
lished, the Columbia River, in its natural channel, between The Dalles and the 
head of tide at Bonneville, was a cascading stream with a sharp fall, terminating 
in rapids at Cascade locks. Here, in the early days, a lock and canal was con- 
structed so as to permit through steamboat navigation, between lower river ports 
and The Dalles. 

Bonneville Dam with its controlled low-water elevation wiped out all of these 
obstacles. It superimposed upon the natural channel a new water level of 
navigable depth and width adequate for deep-draft navigation. Here was a great 
river change, and here in effect was the extension of a deep-draft waterway 
through a major mountain range to the boundary of the vast empire between the 
Cascade and Rocky Mountains. It is a unique waterway improvement, perhaps 
unexcelled anywhere in this Nation, if not in the world. 

This waterway is important in the development of a vast region. The drain- 
age area of the entire Columbia River system, within the United States, is 
approximately 220,000 square miles. Of this amount, nine-tenths, or 200,000 
square miles, is the mountain barricade region lying between the Cascade and 
Rocky Mountains. The Columbia River is the only water outlet for all of this 
vast domain. It is the water-level route between the interior and the sea. The 
extension of ocean commerce of the world to this vast domain can be nothing 
less than of high economic importance to its present and future welfare. 

The region east of the Cascade Mountains is one of fertile and productive lands 
with high productivity. It is a region with great stands of native forests and one 
of great mineral resources above and beneath the surface. 

It was the extent of these vast resources that compelled the finding that a 
ship channel up the Columbia River was economically justified. It was the 
recognition also that the production of the area is far more than it consumes 
and that markets for this production must be found beyond the borders of the 
region in other markets of this country and the world. Transportation is a vital 
cost factor in marketing of the products in distant markets. 

Surely the economic importance of the project so ably determined in 1934, is 
greater today than when the project was first authorized. In this region there 
have been many changes, all adding economic strength to the region. Here, more 
hydroelectric projects have been completed and more are in the building. Here, 
1 million acres of arid land are coming into full production by irrigation and 
here great industrial expansion has taken place. Why there can be any doubt 
as to economic value of the ship channel is beyond us, but still doubt persists in 
official quarters as to the need for the improvement. It is an attitude of wait 
and see. But ocean commerce cannot be promoted without the channel, so until 
it is completed the development that it would afford cannot be accomplished. 


CONCLUSION 


As indicated in the first topic of this statement, the issue is one of adequate 
appropriations to rectify the ship channel alinement above Bonneville, a project 
that should have been completed while Bonneville Dam was under construction. 
Without this improvement the investment in the ship channel excavation between 
Vancouver and Bonneville Dam is wasted, and the ship lock in Bonneville Dam 
of no use for ocean navigation. Again, we must emphasize that we cannot pro- 
mote and develop ocean commerce without the way. The way can only come by 
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bold action in building in advance what can and will be used tomorrow in thy 
forward development of the interior Columbia Basin area. 


TALENT DIVISION, ROGUE RIVER PROJECT, OREGON, CONSTRUCTION FUNDS 


In August 1954 this project was authorized for construction. It ip. 
volves an extension and rehabilitation of the works of the ‘Talent Irr- 
gation District for irrigation, flood control and electric power. The 
total project cost is estimated at $20,560,855. 

The basic feasibility planning on the project is complete, and the 
detailed planning is scheduled for completion in June 1955. Con. 
struction on several segments of the project can be undertaken during 
the fiscal year 1956, upon the signing of a repayment contract by the 
Talent Division water users. 

The project feasibility report, including the preliminary land classi. 
fication, has been completed. 

Over the years the irrigation and power features will involve no 
cost to the Federal Government. The power investment will be r- 
paid, with interest, in 49 years. Thereafter, power, as well as irriga- 
tion revenues, will be applied against the cost of irrigation. A com- 
plete payment will be realized in about 60 years. 

Construction can be initiated with an appropriation of $2,500,000, 
and the work can be completed in approximately 6 years. To illus- 
trate, during the fiscal year 1956, construction can begin on the Hov- 
ard Praire Dam and Reservoir, the south fork collection canal, the 
Big Draw collection canal, the Howard Prairie delivery canal, the 
Ashland lateral, east lateral, and the Green Springs powerplant. 

Unfortunately, the President made no request for construction 
funds for the Talent project. 

The area in which the Talent project is located depends primarily 
upon agriculture and the logging and lumber industries to sustain its 
economy. The present supply of irrigation water is now inadequate. 
making it impossible to realize the valuable harvests and full crop 
potential which additional water would supply. Construction of the 
Talent project would relieve this situation and in addition would add 
8,640 acres of irrigated land. The storage facilities of the project 
would afford a much needed and constant supply of water. 

A powerplant of 16,000 kilowatts capacity on the project will con- 
tribute substantially toward relieving the power shortage of the area 
and will provide stimulus to new and expanding industry. To make 
certain that the powerplant installation will be on hand by the time 
the power drop at the Green Springs location becomes available, it is 
essential that the contract for powerplant equipment be awarded dur- 
ing the fiscal year 1956. 

I strongly urge initiation of construction on this extremely worth- 
while project which has the support of local farm and business groups. 


AMAZON CREEK, OREG.—PLANNING FUNDS 


The Amazon Creek project was modified in 1954 so as to increase the 
total estimated cost from $617,000 to $894,000. Originally, a tentative 
allocation of $15,000 in planning funds was indicated by the Army 
engineers for the fiscal year 1956. I am informed that this tentative 
allocation has been increased to $22,000 during recent weeks. As 





| during 
t by the 


d classi- 


olve no 
l be re- 

IrTiga- 
A com- 


500,000, 
0 illus- 
e Hov- 
ral, the 
al, the 
ant. 

ruction 


marily 
ain its 
equate, 
1 crop 
of the 
Id add 


roject 


1] con- 
e area 
make 
e time 
e, it is 


1 dur- 


vorth- 
roups. 


se the 
tative 
Army 
tative 
As a 


505 


resident of Lane County, I am familiar with the importance of this 
project and strongly urge that the item of planning funds be in a sufli- 
cient amount to enable the actual allocation of $22,000 in planning 
funds for this important flood control project. 


JOHNSON CREEK—PLANNING FUNDS 


The project cost is $519,000. I am advised by the Army engineers 
that $35,000 will complete planning and permit initiation of construc- 
tion. 

Johnson Creek presents a serious drainage problem to Multnomah 
and Clackamas Counties. This populous area needs the Johnson Creek 
project as soon as it can be accomplished. 


COLUMBIA RIVER AT THE MOUTH—CONSTRUCTION FUNDS 


In September 1954 this project was modified so as to provide for a 
48-foot depth at the mouth of the Columbia instead of the 40-foot 
depth which had been authorized for over 50 years. The total esti- 
mated cost is $8,555,000. I am requesting an appropriation of a million 
dollars with which to begin the dredging of the channel entrance. As 
the project continues over a period of between 2 and 3 years, the dredg- 
ing can be completed and additional contraction works, which includes 
the possibility of a spur jetty, can be installed. 

The economic benefits to Oregon and the Nation will be very sub- 
stantial when this project is completed. Under the existing situation 
delays in ship passage through the mouth of the river in rough and 
stormy weather are extensive. As a consequence, vessel owners reduce 
cargo tonnage and have to take into consideration the expense of pos- 
sible “lay time.” A 48-foot depth will enable deep-draft vessels to 
enter and leave the Columbia in comparative safety even during rough 
weather. The increased depth will provide a substantial incentive to 
increase shipping. 


TILLAMOOK BAY AND BAR—CONSTRUCTION 


In 1954 Congress authorized this project in the sum of $1,500,000 
for the construction of a sand dike in the Bay Ocean Peninsula to pre- 
vent further sanding of Tillamook Bay with consequent damage to 
shipping and waterfront properties in the bay. 

The President made no request for construction funds on this project 
for the fiscal year 1956. 

I urge that $250,000 be appropriated for planning and the initiation 

of construction on the project. 
_ When the authorization of this project was under consideration its 
importance to shipping and to the economy of the area was clearly 
demonstrated. A considerable fishing industry has developed in this 
locality, and it is a natural outlet for the logging and sawmill indus- 
tries. Oregon and the Nation have an important stake in the improve- 
ment of this harbor, and for that reason I urge serious consideration 
of the appropriation that I have requested. 
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COOS BAY—CHARLESTON BOAT HARBOR AND CHANNEL—CONSTRUCTION 


The problem of shore erosion and the filling in of Charleston Harbor 
has become intensified in the past few years. 

An authorized improvement of the main channel and the construe. 
tion of a breakwater on the west shore can be completed at an esti. 
mated Federal cost of $696,000. Initial work on the project, including 
the final planning, can be undertaken during fiscal 1956. 

I recommend the appropriation of $236,000 for this purpos. 
Charleston, with a suitable moorage basin protected by a breakwater, 
constitutes an ideal base for oceangoing fishing craft. Thus its im- 
portance to the economy of the area is quite evident. 


THE NEED FOR ADDITIONAL PLANNING FUNDS 


There are a number of flood-control, power, and navigation projects 
in the Pacific Northwest which should be readied for construction. 
During the past 2 years there has been considerable discussion of the 
need for expanded public works construction to offset unemployment 
and to meet possible emergencies. 

Unemployment and business distress have become and remained 
acute in Oregon during the past several years. During most of the 
winter unemploy ment was in excess of 10 percent of the labor force: 
retail sales were down, business failures up. There has been no affirm- 
ative offsetting action taken by the administration. 

Oregon requires power to expand its economy and public works to 
carry it over until power capacity is expanded substantially. 

Yet the budget contains no funds beyond those specified in the 
attached summary for planning new projects. Substantial planning 
must be done before construction can be undertaken on many import- 
ant flood control, power and harbor developments. 

As already presented, planning needs for John Day project vary 
between $700,000 and $1,500,000. It is earnestly recommended that 
the higher figure be appropriated and earmarked for John Day with 
the provision 1 that every unexpended excess be available for other river 
and harbor projects in the Pacific Northwest. 


MOUNTING BACKLOG OF SURVEYS 


During the past 2 years there has been an increasing backlog of 
authorized and unfinanced surveys in my region and throughout the 
country. 

The President requested funds sufficient for only $24,500 for surveys 
of Oregon projects. The Oregon Slough, Dry Hollow, and Silvies 
projects should be carried forward. 

In addition, it is suggested that another $400,000 be allocated for 
this purpose. Rich agricultural and forest land is being washed into 
streams which become obstructed. I have seen this throughout Oregon 
and recall the critical problems of farmers and businessmen along 
the banks of swollen streams, for instance, the Yamhill. Elsewhere, 
harbor facilities are being wasted or filled in by sand and silt. 

There are 23 authorized and unfinanced surveys and navigation 
studies in Oregon alone. The engineers should be free to go forward 
with those determined to present the most pressing needs. 
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Despite the growing backlog of unfinanced surveys and studies the 
administration has requested substantially less ($1,750,000) than was 
appropriated last year ($2,337,500). . 

The additional $400,000 for Pacific Northwest projects may well be 
increased to meet similar needs elsewhere in the country. 


SUMMARY 


The committee has been most generous in providing for this joint 
appearance by Senator Neuberger, Congresswoman Green, and me. 
We have consulted on these appropriation requests and, as their 
separate statements indicate, the program we advocate is unanimously 
recommended by us as a minimum one to meet the urgent needs for 
wer and flood control and irrigation in our State and region. 
Judged by its economic benefits and cash repayments to the United 
States Treasury, it provides for projects that pay their own way. 
Some projects do so only indirectly, but their contribution to our 
State, region, and Nation is nonetheless real. 

The administration budget recommendations for power, flood con- 
trol, and irrigation are an invitation to economic paralysis. 

Construction starts on the Hills Creek, Cougar, and Talent projects, 
full-speed planning for John Day and Green Peter, and our other 
appropriation recommendations are, we believe, a minimum and rea- 
sonable prescription for a preventive economic vaccine. 

I have already asked permission, Mr. Chairman, to insert the 
recapitulation of the appropriation recommended in table form and 
without taking further time, I shall now, as best I can, answer any 
questions the committee may have. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Senator Morse and Congresswoman Green 
for your very fine statements. 

Your statements have been most comprehensive, and I want to say 
that I feel that this committee is sympathetic toward the subject 
of power, reclamation, and navigation projects. We have had a 
great deal of testimony from the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau 
of Reclamation in the Department of Interior concerning the great 
Northwest, and as I have personally said, I am impressed with the 
large degree and amount of progress that has been made in that great 
area, and the cooperation that seems to be manifest on the part 
of all. P 

Everyone who has testified has indicated support and in favor 
of the budget item. 

Senator Morse is a courageous champion of the area he represents, 
the development of natural resources, and the development of public 
power for the benefit of his people. 

I am in accord with him that the partnership plan, if it is ever 
to be approved, should not delay the planning funds, that plans 
should be provided for these essential and vital projects, and what- 
ever may be worked out in the Northwest and in other sections of 
the country should not be held up by a lack of providing adequate 
Planning funds. 

Senator Morse, I wonder if you would tell us—I believe you have 
touched upon it—the effect of the Bureau of the Budget Regulation 
A+47, as regards power requirements, which makes it more difficult 
lor power to be developed since that regulation was issued? 
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Senator Morse. My discussion of the matter with people in this 
field is that the Budget Bureau criteria, in effect, prohibst any new 
starts. The effect is to bring to a standstill new starts under that 
program. I think it is very unfortunate. 

May I say, Mr. Chairman, that there is considerable discussion jy 
my State about the danger of power shortages, serious shortages by 
1961. In fact, we have got a power shortage now. We already 
have had brownouts when there is a power shortage; but there js q 
great concern that unless we get going with new starts, we are going 
to have very serious shortages by 1961. . 

When I was home recently I met with officials of the Reynolds 
Aluminum Co. and they talked to me about the interruptible power 
problem which they are facing now. That very day, because of 
Bonneville power curtailment, they were putting on the line a Mon- 
tana steam plant, in order to get power which they need near Portland, 

You can imagine the loss that is entailed in the transmission of 
power from Montana to Portland. And, of course, these steam plants 
are uneconomic when compared to hydropower, and which is not inte- 
grated with hydroelectric power. 

I think it is a nonpartisan issue, as far as getting new starts is con- 
cerned. We can have our differences in the future as to the admin- 
istration and the sale of that power, but I think we ought to join forces 
in getting the dams and projects planned and getting the planning 
money in sufficient amounts so we can have them ready in the future. 

Mr. Evins. It is certainly a well recognized principle in hydraulic 
engineering that steam generation goes along as an auxiliary with 
hydroelectric generation. 

Senator Morse. Yes. 

Mr. Evrns. And in some areas of the country there are people who 
are opposed to that principle. 

Senator Morse. Out in our section of the country there is a great 
hydroelectric potential going to waste, and we do not need to develop 
the steam generation standby 

Mr. Evins. Let me interrupt at this point, Senator, to say that this 
committee has had testimony to the effect that in the western section 
of your State, there are no new possibilities for hydroelectric power 
starts, but if there are any additional locations, they are to be found 
in the eastern section of the State, the implication being that the lower 
alluvial langs in the western portion of the State are not suitable for 
the building of hydroelectric powerplants. 

Senator Morse. You notice, Mr. Chairman, I had not raised the 
Hells Canyon issue here today, but your question causes me to go 
ahead and make this comment: We need, I think, constantly, to keep 
in mind that the Hells Canyon Dam is of vital concern to the whole 
series of other dams, in fact, 4 other dams that have been author- 
ized will get from 33 to 48 percent of their power out of Hells Canyon. 

I wonder what would happen in this committee and the committee 
over in the Senate when we come to the time when the request 1s 
made for funds for those other dams, and Hells Canyon Dam in the 
meantime has been destroyed. It would be pretty difficult, it seems 
to me, if we had to make the argument at the time for us to go ahead 
and make the dams after we had taken away 33 to 48 percent of the 
power potential. 
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Now, I am a strong believer in the orderly development of the so- 
walled threshold dams of which Hells Canyon is one and Libby is 
another. And then I insist—and it has always been my position— 
that the private utilities receive from the Federal Government fair 
wntracts for the power that they need off of transmission lines from 
the muliple-purpose dams to serve their consumers, and also that they 
receive cooperation in connection with the construction of low-head 
dams at low-head dam sites. There is not a private utility president 
in my section of the country who would not raise his right arm and 
testify here today, if you put the question to him, if you have got a 
low-head dam site and it does not impinge upon a multiple-purpose 
dam site, that the Senator from Oregon is willing to go along and 
help get that low-head dam. 

] do not think there is a conflict between the two, as many try to 
make out. I do not happen to be one of those who favors a Federal 
monopoly in the development of power. I take that position with 
reference to Ice Harbor and Hells Canyon; we have got great multiple- 
purpose sites and I think they ought to be developed fully for future 
generations, 
~ Mr. Evins. In other words, where a great multipurpose site ap- 
pears, foresight and vision would dictate that the Congress grovide, 
whenever it goes forward, for the development of such a project. 

Senator Morse. That is my approach. 

Mr. Evins. We have testimony that there are no such desirable 
sites in the western portion of your State; that there is just absolutely 
no more available. 

Senator Morsr. Now, you are talking about those exclusive of those 
we have here under consideration ? 

Mr. Evins. I would judge, other than the—— 

Senator Morse. Those I have mentioned—Hells Creek, Cougar, 
Green Peter and some others in the area are primary for flood controls. 
These have some power features, too. 

Mr. Evins Senator, would you elaborate a little further 

Senator Morse. May I just interrupt to say that we have quite a few 
low-head dam sites in the State; that there are quite a few tributaries 
in Oregon where there are low-head dam sites available and I am 
= cooperating with the utility companies for the development of 
them. 

_ Mr. Evins. In the budget item for Oregon, I notice that $15,000 
is indicated for advance engineering on the Amazon River. You feel 
that is quite inadequate ? 

Senator Morsr. That is an old friend, Mr. Chairman; it is near my 
hometown. We have had and have given considerable cooperation 
on this project from some years past, but have succeeded in getting it 
oily to the present stage. But we need more money. But let me say 
that it is a small project compared with the other projects, but is of 
great concern to the city of Eugene, where the Amazon Creek over- 
lows and water goes into the homes of people who live along the 
creek and does a great deal of damage to property. But it is such a 
mall project, compared with the other two, that we ought to wash it 
ip and get done with it, and get the maximum amount of funds that 
ae needed to finish it up. 
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Mr. Evins. Senator, as you know, there is $68,000 in the budget for 
the Columbia River project. 

Senator Morse. Yes. I was going to say, to go back just a moment, 
I talked to the Army engineers yesterday on the Amazon Creek and 
they advise $22,000; I think that is a reasonable request on their part, 
and I have that in my table at the end, and I strongly urge $22,009 
for the Amazon Creek. 

Mr. Evins. The committee will study your table and compare it 
with the table which has been prepared in the budget, Senator. 

There is an item of $68,000 in the budget for the Columbia River 
project, but I understand that is confined to Idaho, for work in the 
State of Idaho? 

Senator Morse. Well, I am for Idaho getting that. T think they 
ought to add to it because I think they have got a problem. We have 
a national problem here, which is no respecter of State lines. And 
we have a flood-control problem, and I think it ought to be developed 
on a regional basis. 

Mr. Evtns. You think that $100,000 for advance planning for the 
Cougar Reservoir—and I do not remember the amount of funds that 
yon requested 

Senator Morse. The President’s request for $100,000 is most inade- 
quate, Mr. Chairman. We are recommending $500,000, and we are 
recommending that amount because that is what the Army engineers 
told us they could spend efficiently and economically. 

Mr. Evins. Under “Construction,” there are three construction 
items in all that Northwest area: McNary Dam, $11 million; The 
Dalles, in Oregon and Washington, $63,500,000 for construction; and 
the Willamette River Basin, $300,000. Do you care to comment on 
those ? 

Senator Morse. For the Willamette River Basin, it is a bank-con- 
trol project; it is not a power-development program that McNary and 
The Dalles are. There should be funds to complete them as quickly 
as we can do it, to get the generation on the line, so it can start paying 
for it. 

Mr. Evins. Senator Morse, both you and Mrs. Green have testified 
with regard to the Ice Harbor project. I understand that this isa 
rather controversial project. Would you care to elaborate further 
on your feelings about Ice Harbor ? 

Senator Morse. I certainly would not deny that there are contro- 
versies connected with it, but if the committee will remember—— 

Mr, Evins. The committee is interested in having the information 
and the facts, of course. 

Senator Morse. But the question is, Is it needed for the develop- 
ment of the 308 program of the Army engineers? It certain is; it 1s 
what I have referred to earlier as a threshold dam. 

It is a dam whose power capacity and aid to navigation are vital to 
the maximum development of the Columbia River Basin. 

Now, what is the problem in Ice Harbor as far as the major contro- 
versy is concerned—fish. Again, I have to rely upon the experts. 
The experts and the engineers of the other departments satisfy me 
that we are certainly handling, as well as it can be handled, the fish 
problem over the dams. The fears of a few years ago have not mate 
rialized. The great damage to the fish industry has not been done 
by the other dams. The fish are getting over the ladders. 
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But let me be completely frank with you—and I have said this in 
the fish territory of my State, Astoria—when we look at the economic 
future of our State; when we see the vital importance of maximum 
power oer to the economic expansion we may have to make 
a choice, and I have made my choice for the development of the power 
program because I think the economic future of Oregon is more de- 

endent upon the power program than the fish program. 

But let me hasten to add, the fish people have not presented the 
evidence that caused the experts that are are recommending these 
dams to sustain their contention that you are going to destroy the 
fish. The fish industry is not going to be destroyed, I am satisfied, 
by these dams. 

‘I would point out that we do have in my table of fund requests a 
substantial item for the lower Columbia fish-sanctuary program, and 
the appropriation has behind it the support of the fish industry and 
the fish conservationists, and they feel through this fish sanctuary 
they can make progress in protecting the fish runs that are important 
to the region. 

Mr. Evins. You feel that your section of the country will develop 
more rapidly and make better progress with the development of 
power, but at this time you think the fish industry is getting ahead? 

Senator Morse. I would not say they are getting ahead. I would 
simply say that the power people are not getting ahead fast enough. 

Mr. Evins. One further question. 

Is it your information that the Talent division was approved in a 
previous administration by the Bureau of Reclamation and later re- 
studied by the new administration and subsequently it has been ap- 
proved by the present administration ? 

Senator Morsr. That is my understanding. I was with some of my 
colleagues in the delegation under the previous administration when 
we had a hearing one afternoon with the then Secretary of the In- 
terior, Mr. Chapman, and the head of the Bureau of Reclamation, 
Mike Strauss, because at that time there was not complete unanimity 
down in the Department of the Interior as to whether we should go 
on ahead on a segmentized basis. 

The Reclamation Bureau had, as I recall—and I am speaking from 
memory now—what they called plan A, and it was the whole works 
at once, so to speak, and we in our delegation did not see any justifica- 
tion for holding up parts that were all ready to go in when the devel- 
opment of those parts would in no way be uneconomical, or do damage 
in the future to the full development of the Rogue River project. 

In that conference we came out with a favorable decision from that 
administration, and the record will show that subsequently they recom- 
mended the Talent project on the basis that it was finally authorized. 
It was reexamined by this administration and again put on the so- 
called approved list, but funds were not included in the Bureau of 
the Budget recommendations this year. 

Now I speak from hearsay—only partly out of hearsay—because 
staff members of the Bureau of the Budget explained this to our office. 
They said they did not have all the data available at the time that the 
Bureau of the Budget recommendations were submitted to the Con- 
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gress on the projects for this year, and the Bureau of the Budget stag 
member said to me: 


Senator, we are not against it. It does not mean we are against it. My tip tp 
you is you ought to get it in the form of recommendations because it can be re 
considered when it-gets up before the committee and by that time we will prop. 
ably have the data available we do not have now. 


So I respectfully say to you, Mr. Chairman and members of the 
committee, that I would be very happy to have the committee recheck 
this matter with the Bureau of the Budget to find out if they would 
have any objection to at least an appropriation to go ahead with this, 
I would be very much surprised if you will not find a confirmation of 
the statement that I have just given you—they did not have all the 
data available to them at the time when the Bureau of the Budget 
recommendations came up, but they have no objections to the project, 
That is their position. 1 think that you will find there will be no 
objection. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you. The testimony we have had thus far has 
been bipartisan in support of the Talent River development. 

Senator Morse. Mr. Chairman, may I have the privilege of intro- 
ducing Mr. Gus Norwood of the Northwest Public Power Association 
and ask permission that he file with the committee a statement by 
tomorrow noon for the record ? 

Mr. Evins. That permission is granted. 

(The statement is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Gus NORWOOD, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, NORTHWEST PUBLIC PowrR 
ASSOCIATION, RELATING TO FEDERAL LOAN FUNDS FOR HYDROELECTRIC PROJECTS 
IN THE PactIFIC NORTHWEST 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Gus Norwood. | 
serve as executive secretary of the Northwest Public Power Association, which 
consists of 97 consumer-owned electric systems in Oregon, Washington, Idaho, 
Montana, and Alaska. These electric systems comprise municipal distribution 
utilities, rural electric cooperatives, and public-utility districts serving about 
1,750,000 people, or 35 percent of the region’s population. 


APPRECIATION 


Currently these systems are paying into the United States Treasury over 
$15 million per year as payment for electric energy produced by such Federal 
dams as Grand Coulee, Bonneville, Hungry Horse, and others. By 1960 these 
revenues will reach $30 million. I emphasize these revenues because about 9 
percent of all appropriations for Pacific Northwest dams are actually in the 
nature of Federal loan funds. Only about 10 percent are for flood control and 
navigation. May I aiso mention that our Columbia River power system has 
piled up a cash surplus of over $100 million in the United States Treasury as 
advance repayment on Federal power investment. These projects are gilt-edge 
investments. 

May I express our appreciation to your committee for past favors—for your 
leadership as the effective board of directors for this excellent Federal investment 
program. 

GENERAL COMMENTS 


During 1955 the Corps of Engineers will dedicate four Pacific Northwest dams: 
Albeni Falls, Lucky Peak, Lookout Point, and Chief Joseph. Soon these dauis 
will disappear from your budget sheets. But they will remain forever as 
revenue-producing investments of the Nation. 

We are appreciative for and we endorse the President’s budget request for 
McNary Dam and the Dalles Dam totaling $74,500,000. Please note that 92 
percent of these funds are for self-liquidating power investment and § percent 
for navigation locks. Your committee should tolerate no reduction in these 
budget requests because any cut may delay the date of starting the generation 
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of power. All power is as good as sold. The sooner the dams are completed, 
the sooner the money comes back into the United States Treasury. 

After 1955 the only Federal dam now under construction and waiting to be 
dedicated is the Dalles Dam in 1958. That is the end of the power program 
unless this committee reverses the disastrous and shortsighted “no new starts” 
yolicy. 

In 3 years no new dam has been started. Yet the region’s electric load is 
growing 700,000 kilowatts per year. Yet the Columbia River runs wastefully 
down to the sea. Eighty-seven percent of its power potential is unused. 


UNEMPLOYMENT 


While the Nation’s economy as a whole appears prosperous, the Pacific North- 
west reveals serious spots. Oregon’s seasonal unemployment has gotten worse 
each winter for the past 4 years. The economy of western Montana and 
northern Idaho has ben shaky, being propped only by the Federal stockpile 
program. The State of Washington has gotten by largely because of defense 
employment. 

It is my view that chopping of major Federal dam construction will 
deliver three serious blows to the Northwest economy. Bear in mind that the 
payroll at The Dalles will peak this summer. Thereafter the appropriations will 
go mostly to eastern States where the generators are being manufactured. 

The first blow to the Northwest economy due to the “No new starts” policy 
is to the morale of our people. They cannot be optimistic when the Federal 
Government abandons the development of some of the finest power sites of the 
Nation. 

Secondly, the regional economy is damaged because of the loss of construction 
payroll. 

Thirdly, the economy is hurt by the lack of power and the deep discourage- 
ment over the prospects of early relief. After completion of The Dalles Dam in 
1961 no new generators are scheduled. 


NEW STARTS NEEDED 


This committee has the opportunity to keep this national investment program 
on a sound business basis by two avenues: (@) Starting new dams, and (b) 
completing plans to permit new projects to be started. 


ICE HARBOR DAM 


This association is on record by resolutions in favor of immediate construc- 
tion of Ice Harbor Dam and navigation locks. This project will produce a quarter 


million kilowatts. 
JOHN DAY DAM 


This association is also on record for earliest completion of plans for the John 
Day Dam and navigation project. This project will produce over 1 million 
kilowatts. About 92 percent will be self-liquidating power investment. 


WILLAMETTE BASIN 


Our people are also sympathetic to the development of the Willamette Basin 
project. Hills Creek, Cougar, and Green Peter Dams are meritorious projects. 
They are integral portions of the flood-control system for the Willamette Valley: 
Additionally the power would be appreciated as soon as possible. 


COMMENTS ON A-47 


Ihave listened to the discussion on Bureau of the Budget Circular Letter A-47 
and wish to comment that this letter has never been satisfactory to us for the 
following reasons: 

(1) A-47 fails to appreciate the greater value of a project when constructed as 
part of a well-planned, comprehensive, multiple purpose river basin project. 

(2) A-47 uses payout periods, generally 50 years, as against Federal Power 
Commission depreciation basis. We recommend one set of books as per the Fed- 
eral Power Commission uniform system of accounts. The depreciation funds are 
used to retire Federal investment. 

(3) A-47 advocates interest rates higher than the actual cost of money tu the 
Federal Government. 
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(4) A-47 rigs the rules against new projects by making it more difficult for th» 
benefits-to-cost ratio to reach the passing mark of 1 over 1. 

We think, furthermore, that the subject matter of A-47 is the legislative proy. 
ince of the Congress. Uniform policies and standards are desirable but A; 
appears to be aimed at negating rather than facilitating the orderly and eq. 
nomical development of water resources. This program can meet the mog 
stringent hard money test. But the artificial and unreasonable hurdles of A-47 
should be disapproved. 


FISH AND POWER 


May I comment on the program being made toward the multiple-purpose objec. 
tive of: both fish and power. 

This boils down to fish ladders and how high can they be built and effectively 
operated. 

Briefly the history is as follows: When construction of Bonneville Dam was 
started in 1933 many felt the 60-foot lift in the fish ladder would be too great, 
Actually the ladders at Bonneville Dam worked quite well. Over 10 million 
salmon have climbed these ladders in the past 15 years. 

Based on Bonneville Dam experience, the Army constructed the McNary Dan 
fish ladders for the 80-foot hydraulic lift. These ladders have résting pools 
midway. The salmon experience at McNary has been good but will be even bet. 
ter when the Dalles Dam provides an easy fish ladder to overcome the Celilo 
Falls. Buying out the Indian fishing rights at Celilo Falls will increase the 
upstream movement of salmon by about 65 percent. 

Ice Harbor Dam will require a 100-foot lift. I submit that the 60-foot experi- 
ence at Bonneville Dam and 80-foot experience at McNary Dam points strongly 
toward a successful fish ladder at Ice Harbor Dam. 

Accordingly, we recommend the construction of Ice Harbor Dam together with 
fish ladders. 

CONCLUSION 


We are deeply appreciative of the interest of your committee in the Columbia 
River power system and its multiple-purpose aspects. This is a sound national 
investment. It is not only self-liquidating but $100 million ahead of repayment 
schedules. 

The electric systems of the Northwest Public Power Association not only 
endorse the President’s budget for McNary and The Dalles Dams, but also urge 
the starting of Ice Harbor Dam and appropriations to complete planning of Johu 
Day Dam. While the association has no resolutions on Cougar, Green Peter, 
and Hills Creek Dams, I am sure these projects are sound, meritorious, and 
should be constructed. Power from all these projects is as good as sold. 

Senator Morse. And I would like to introduce Mr. Lee Wooden, 
who has been one of the great leaders in our State in the REA move- 
ment and is now president of the Oregon Electric Co-op Association; 
and if he cares to, I would like to have permission for him to supple- 
ment my statement. 

Mr. Evins. That will be satisfactory. 

Senature Neuberger, would you care to make a statement? 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you very much for your courtesy and 
kindness. 

Mr. Evins. We appreciate your fine statement, Senator Morse. 

Mr. Hanp. Senator Morse, you made the interesting statement that 
by the year 2000 we may have power requirements 20 times in exccss 
of our present requirements. 

I ask you if at the same time you have contemplated, as I am sur: 
you have, the possibility that some of our power might be supplied 
by atomic energy rather than by hydroelectric? 

Senator Morse. There is no doubt about it. None of us speak with 
finality on that, but as one who is urging the maximum development 
of hydroelectric power, I certainly felt that I owed it, not only to my 
State, but the whole country, to satisfy myself as to whether or not ! 
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was proposing at this time a program that may be obsolete 10 years 
from now, so I have discussed it with the best informants I could find in 
the atomic energy field and they tell me that there are two things 
to remember, because they have no fear that atomic energy is going to 
make obsolete hydroelectric power. They do not see any danger of it 
developing into cheaper power: if ever, certainly not for decades to 
come, and second, that what we will have to do is to work out a coordi- 
nated program of atomic energy and hydroelectric power develop- 
ment where the two developments will be coordinated. On the basis 
of the present scientific opinion, I am satisfied that we just cannot 
hesitate to develop hydroelectric power on the basis of any abstract 
theory the time may come wherein atomic energy will supplant it. 

Mr. Hann. I agree, but you share with me my fear that present 
developments might become obsolete ? 

Senator Morse. Yes. 

Mr. JeNsEN. I see by the tables which you and Senator Neuberger 
and Representative Green have presented to the committee on these 
projects that under the Ice Harbor Dam, which has already been au- 
thorized, you note that in the budget there is no money requested 
for planning, or new money for anything pertaining to that project. 

Can you tell us whether the Army engineers asked funds for this 
project ? 

Senator Morse. I just do not know, Mr. Jensen. Those lists are 
not made available. I do not think they did. TI think it is a matter of 
their priority list and their hope of getting funds. 

Mr. Jensen. The clerk just informed me that they did not. 

Is the same true with respect to the Columbia River at the mouth ? 
It was authorized, but there are no funds requested in the President’s 
budget. Does the same answer apply ? 

Senator Morsr. The same answer. In that case, I know the engi- 
neers did not ask for it. 

Mr. Jensen. Also on the Columbia River between Vancouver, 
Wash., and The Dalles, Wash., they asked for none? 

Senator Morsr. The same answer. 

Mr. Jensen. Is the same true of the Coos Bay project, that there 
are no funds requested in the President’s budget ? 

Senator Morse. I do not know, but I think the answer is that there 
are none, 

Mr. Jensen. So, because of that fact, the budget is in no position 
tomake a request for funds for those projects to the Congress? 

Senator Morse. Will you permit me to make this comment? I think 
as legislators we have to go into procedure that leads to the presenta- 
tion of these budgets. Of course, the Army engineers do not work 
independently of the Bureau of the Budget. They have their con- 
sultations. The Army engineers, I think you will find, are not inclined 
tomake recommendations if they are satisfied it is not administration 
policy. That leaves us with our legislative duty of deciding what is 
inthe public interest. I give great weight to the recommendations of 
the Army engineers on engineering matters, but when it comes to the 
determination of the question of policy as to whether funds should 
or should not be recommended, or appropriated, that is our re- 
sponsibility. 7 
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Mr. Jensen. Only to this effect, that the Army engineers are po 
different from any other agency of the Government. I have neve 
found them bashful about asking for budget requests, and I am not 
condemning them for that. After all, that is their responsibility to 
do it. I am satisfied that the Army Engineers have urged thes 
projects and the Bureau of the Budget may have cut them down, but 
they would not cut them out entirely. 

Now, according to your recapitulation of appropriations, listing 
what you have shown on these projects, and the President’s budget we 
find that there is $76,510,000 for these projects in your great State, 
which is over 90 percent of the amount which you and your colleagues, 
Senator Neuberger and Representative Green, are requesting of this 
committee. You are requesting $7,385,050 above the budget, or the 
amount of $84,395,050 as against the President’s budget of $76,510,000, 
I would say that you are not doing too bad. You are getting over 
percent of what you think should be allowed. However, I am one 
member of the committee who is not accusing you people of being 
gluttonous. You represent your State. I have the Missouri River in 
my district. It is giving us a lot of trouble, and I have not been a bit 
bashful about asking for flood-control funds. 

Senator Morse. You should not be. 

Mr. JENsEN. For about 10 years we got exactly nothing north of 
Omaha to Sioux city. We finally are getting that taken care of, for 
which I am very grateful. 

Now, I can assure you as one member of the committee my mind is 
not closed on your request. You have a great State. You have great 
people. I have traveled up and down all of those rivers. I have 
spent a lot of time in Oregon. I have been cussed and discussed and 
congratulated and everything else, but I have sat on the Interior 
Appropriations Committee and approved I don’t know how many 
hundreds of millions of dollars for power projects, transmission lines, 
reclamation projects, and a lot of other things for your great State. 
I have no excuses for it. I think they were completely justified. 
I am sure you people appreciate the amount in the budget request of 
$76,510,000 which you sort of failed to mention in your testimony. 

Senator Morsr. May I say most respectfully and good-naturedly 
I have all the figures including the totals in the chart, and my objec: 
tion to the administration’s figures, is that except for the completion 
of dams already under construction, there is not a single new kilo- 
watt-hour in their budget, and to me new kilowatts are not only for 
the economy of Oregon, but Ohio, Iowa, and Massachusetts, and 
every other State. I hold to the point of view that this is a national 
economy, and if you build up the economy in Iowa you help Oregon, 
and vice versa. We have this tremendous power shortage across this 
country facing us. You will find me supporting the development of 
power resources outside of my State—in Florida, Massachusetts, the 
Tennessee Valley, or anywhere else, because I think we are dealing 
here, gentlemen, with not only a great economic need, but we are deal- 
ing here with a great security need also. Not one of us can sit around 
this table and be sure what our defense needs are going to be 50 years 
from now. One thing the experts tell us, you can be sure that every 
kilowatt of power we have available can be put to defense purposes. 
[ am appreciative of what is in the budget, but what I am trying to 
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point out in this presentation today is that we do not have new starts 
in an area where you have a great potential for new starts, and where 
{ think you have a sound national investment. That is the sum and 
substance of it. 

Mr. JeNsEN. You will admit, Senator Morse, that the first —_ 
that must take cognizance of the situation as you explained—and I 
agree with you—are the Army engineers. If they do not make 
recommendations to the Bureau of the Budget, which apparently they 
have not done on these projects, that you list here where no money 
is requested, then they did not ask for a budget request, and until they 
do, neither the Budget nor this Congress can do much about it except 
that there are times, of course, when a committee of Congress will 
include items that are not in the budget. 

Here we have hundreds of people coming in here from almost every 
other State asking for not only the amount in the budget, but many, 
many of them are asking for additional amounts. It is no small job 
to try, as best we can, to recommend to the Congress where this 
money ought to be spent. It is not the easiest thing in the world to 
say arbitrarily, “Well, we are going to put this in regardless of 
whether the Budget requests it or not.” As I say again, it has been 
done. I have recommended it where I thought the Bureau of the 
Budget and the agency were wrong in not asking for the money; 
when I thought that it was pennywise and pound foolish. But in this 
instance, after all, with all due respect to the Army engineers—and 
they are a great outfit—they have not made the recommendations 
which you feel money should be appropriated. 

Senator Morse. There is a word that I deeply appreciate in Mr. 
Jensen’s statement. I appreciate the cooperation that we have re- 
ceived from Mr. Jensen on many, many items in the past. I respect- 
fully suggest this to the committee in regard to the matter he has 
raised about the Army engineers not recommending the funds. 

At first, if you will check with the Army engineers as to the feasi- 
bility and desirability of the projects, you will find in each instance 
they will point out they are a part of their comprehensive plan. I 
think that that is very important because it goes to the meena matter 
that I want to mention. 

Has there been a change in the Bureau of the Budget’s policy? 
Has there been a change in the Bureau of the Budget policy in the 
advice that is given the Government agenices, including the Army 
engineers? Are we confronted with a factual situation in which 
the administration has indicated rather clearly to the Army engi- 
heers, aS well as to the departments, they want their recommendations 
to be within the framework of administration policy, and the admin- 
istration has made clear, for example, it wants no new starts? I am 
not surprised that they are not recommending new starts for that is 
administration policy. 

The Army engineers are great teammates also, and if we have a 
new policy here from the Bureau of the Budget, which I think we 
have, and which they have made clear before these departments make 
their recommendations, I think you have a part of the explanation 
as to why the Army engineers have not made the recommendations. 

What would you say if you put them on the stand and proceeded to 
cross-examine them on these individual projects and ask them, 
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“Would you recommend that we go forward with this if you wep 
satisfied that the Congress would have the will, on your recommendy. 
tion, to supply the funds?” I think that you would get quite a dif. 
ferent answer. That is my feeling about it. 

Mr. Jensen. Of course now, Senator, the President has made it 
very clear that he is for new starts. In fact, he has recommended 
a number of projects, and so I cannot believe that the Bureau of the 
Budget has n instructed and the Army engineers have bee 
instructed to institute no new starts. 

Senator Morss. They were so instructed in 1953. They wen 
specifically instructed. 

Mr. Jensen. Yes; but the President came out last fall, I think, and 
recommended a number of new starts. 

Senator Morse. I am confronted with the fact that he has not 
recommended any in the Pacific Northwest. There have not been any 
recommendations there. The Congressman has been very kind, and s0 
have the rest of you. I think that I have made my point, and 
only ask you to go into the matter of whether or not the Army engi. 
neers under this administration are not following a more reticent 
policy in regard to recommendations than they have heretofore. 

Mr. Hanp. I do not think that my colleague is accusing you of 
gluttony, he is just accusing you of having a hearty appetite. 

Senator Morse. I do have a hearty appetite. That is why I have all 
the vitality I have. 

Mr. Morray. I might say that I was very much impressed by the 
statement of the able Senator from Oregon and the distinguished 
Congresswoman from Oregon. We freshmen in Congress felt so much 
about her that we elected her unanimously as president of our Sth 
Club. I was particularly impressed with your overall plan. 

I might say with respect to the controversy concerning the Corps 
of Engineers and the Bureau of the Budget that I, myself, have felt 
that the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of the Budget, although 
they are very capable agencies, cannot help but somehow get the same 
consideration, or thinking, concerning the requirements of our er- 

anding economy as an administration which may or may not think 
in the same terms as the Congress. 

But the one question that I have in connection with this overall 
recapitulation is this—when it was made, did you also take into con- 
sideration the needs of the entire region, or was this particularized 
to the State of Oregon? 

Senator Morse. It was taking into account the whole region of de- 
velopment. I have been a strong supporter of the whole master plan 
which is regional in scope. Ice Harbor itself is in the State of Wash- 
ington. If you went to some of the other so-called threshold dams, 
you would find one on the border between Washington and Oregon: 
you would find Libby in another State entirely. 

As I said earlier, this is a regional problem and not just a provincial 
State problem. 

Mr. Morray. Thank you. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Senator and Mrs. Green. 

Now we will hear from Senator Neuberger. 

Senator Neuperecer. I will be very brief. This is the first time that 
T have had the privilege of appearing before you and I am not going to 
be lengthy. 
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[have a written statement about the projects which I believe should 
receive funds, as some have not had any allocated for future develop- 
ment in the Pacific Northwest. I say particularly in the Northwest, 
in answer to your question, Congressman Murray, because many of 
these important items are shared by the States of Oregon and Wash- 


ington. 

For example, the largest item in here that receives money is the 
Dalles Dam, which is on the Columbia River between the two States. 
Next is McNary Dam, which is between the two States. 

Weare extremely interested in the Columbia River channel improve- 


ment, which I think is one of the most needed of the projects, and that 
is shared by the States of Oregon and Washington equally because 
the river is the border between the two States. 

The committee has been most generous with its time this afternoon, 
so perhaps I shall leave my statement for you and not belabor it. 

Mr. Evtns. Your statement will be inserted in the record at this 


point. 
(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR RICHARD L. NEUBERGER ON FISCAL 1956 APPROPRIATIONS 
FoR ARMy CIVIL FUNCTIONS AND RECLAMATION PROJECTS 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, first, let me thank you for this 
opportunity to present to you some of the most urgent needs for appropriations 
for public works authorized in Oregon. 

You have before you a chart recapitulating the status of projects in Oregon, 
the appropriations, if any, asked in the President’s budget, and the recommenda- 
tions of Senator Morse, Congresswoman Green, and myself. The statement which 
has just been introduced by Senator Morse explains in detail our recommenda- 
tions as set forth in this chart. As he has said in his Summary, that statement 
represents the considered joint judgment and unanimous recommendation of 
Mrs. Green, himself, and me for a minimum program of progress in the vitally 
needed development of our State and region. 

I would like at this time to discuss a few of these projects which are of very 
great importance; (1) The need for pressing forward toward construction of 
authorized multipurpose dams in the Columbia River Basin; (2) the dredging 
of the authorized 48-foot navigation channel at the mouth of the Columbia 
River; (3) the Tillamook Bay and Bar project; and (4) a start on the important 
Talent division of the Rogue River irrigation project. 


THE NEED FOR PROGRESS IN MULTIPURPOSE DAMS IN COLUMBIA RIVER SYSTEM 


Competent engineers predict that by the year 2000, the Pacific Northwest will 
require an amount of electric energy equal to more than three Columbia Rivers 
fully harnessed. We have already waited too long in carrying out the program 
which will result in the harnessing of one Columbia River. 

The advance program of the Bonneville Power Administration indicates the 
present energy demand of the Pacific Northwest, about 45 billion kilowatt-hours, 
will expand to 80 billion kilowatt-hours in 1960. These estimates indicate that 
we cannot proceed too rapidly in expanding the power resources of the region. 

At the present time only about one-sixth of the Columbia Basin’s waterpower 
potential has been developed. Yet, this river system contains about 40 percent 
of the potential hydropower in the United States. 

I would like to point out that our ability to maintain our lead in the cold 
war struggle against communism is dependent on our expansion of industrial 
strength. Our energy resources, then, must be developed to their maximum to 
meet this threat. 

Maximum development of the Columbia for all multipurpose uses can only 
be obtained through continuation and acceleration of the Federal program which 
has electrified the region’s farms, increased industrial expansion, provided more 
jobs and opportunities for private enterprise. 

In recent weeks, many people with a sincere interest in the program for 
Columbia Basin resource development and without any ideological prejudices 
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abuut the methods for financing the needed projects have been led to beliey 
that the beneficial objectives or river development can only be obtained through 
a partnership between the Federal Government and local utilities. 

In effect, they have been told by the Eisenhower administration and thei 
former Governor, Secretary McKay, that the Federal Government will not carry 
through on these authorized projects—such as Cougar and Green Peter Dang 
which you need so badly to control the floods which ruin your land—unleg 
Congress changes its mind, deauthorizes these Federal projects, and turns oye, 
the profitable power features to local utilities. 

At the same time, a thoroughly false impression is deliberately created that. 
under partnership, these projects could spring into being overnight. 

This callous attempt to force Congress and the people of Oregon to accept q 
shotgun partnership is a type of political blackmail hitherto unheard of on tle 
American scene. 

Congress has the repsonsibility of repudiating the administration's pressure 
tactics. This must be done by approving the funds for the already authorize 
Federal dam projects which I and my colleagues from the State of Oregon are 
asking you to consider today. These new starts will be evidence that the Federa| 
Government has not abandoned the program of full and comprehensive develop. 
ment of the Columbia Basin, that Congress recognizes the desirability of the 
comprehensive multipurpose use of water resources, including the expansion of 
energy resources needed to safeguard the national welfare. 

I would like to take a few minutes to point out the disadvantages and short- 
comings of the proposed partnership scheme of the administration. 

When he was President, Teddy Roosevelt gave voice to the guiding principle 
for full, multiple-purpose development of water resources. He said: “Each 
river system, from its headwaters in the forest to its mouth on the coast, is 
a single unit and should be treated as such.” I subscribe to that principle 
in development of the Columbia River. I do not think we can break up the 
development of the Columbia and its tributaries into a number of disconnected 
pieces and achieve the same benefits as would result from following a unified 
plan. 

The partnership scheme is acting as a roadblock to continuing the development 
by the Federal Government that has been an outstanding success for two 
decades. The partnership proposals, rather than bringing projects closer to 
reality, are exploited as deterrents to congressional approval of funds for full 
Federal construction. If those who avidly support partnership would, instead, 
spend an equal amount of time and effort to support full Federal construction, 
we would have projects in the works instead of monkey wrenches. 

*artnership power is disadvantageous to the people served by the so-called 
utility partner because the power would be more expensive. Besides its higher 
cost power, partnership establishes a number of precedents of dubious value. 
Since the scheme calls for the property to remain the property of the Federal 
Government, the local so-called partners would be exempt from payment of 
local property taxes although they would have the full output of power facilities 

The partnership proposals also give engineers in Federal agencies discretionary 
power in determining the reimbursable power costs of the project. Is it de 
sirable, from the standpoint of Government operations, to set up a system by 
which extraordinary pressures might be exerted on people making the cost alloca- 
tions so that they would favor the utility playing the partnership role? 

Partnership makes it difficult to determine who owns what. As you know, 
the commingling of public and private funds is contrary to a basic idea of Amer- 
ican Government. The objections to “business in Government” are as imposing 
as the objections to “Government in business.” 

Partnership also would add to administrative inefficiency. It raises the ques- 
tion of who will make what decisions. Beginning with initial planning and 
carried through the plant operation, the Federal Government and the utility 
partners may see different obligations, different objectives, different purposes 
for operation of adam. One can only assume that if the utility partner felt it 
was injured, its grievance would be carried to a court of law. Lawsuits are 4 
most ineffective and inefficient method of administering the water resources of the 
Columbia Basin. 

With all these disadvantages and shortcomings, the national administration 
continues to paint its partnership in glowing terms. Congress can prevent the 
citizens of the Northwest from being led down the primrose path of partnership 
by providing funds for the Federal program we advance here today. 
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Accordingly, I want to urge you. most strongly to include appropriations s 
$1,500,000 for John Day Dam, $200,000 for Green Peter Dam, $500,000 for Couga 
Dam, and $2 million for construction of Hills Creek Dam, the only project in the 
Williamette Valley which is ready for an almost immediate start on construction, 


DEEPENING THE CHANNEL AT THE MOUTH OF THE COLUMBIA RIVER TO AUTHORIZED 
PROJECT DEPTH OF 48 FEET 


I particularly want to stress the urgency of moving ahead with the greatest 

possible speed with the deepening of the channel at the mouth of the Columbia 
River. 
This year marks the end of half a century since the Congress authorized the 
existing 40-foot, half-mile dimensions for the entrance to this mighty river. 
Those 50 years have brought enormous changes to the Pacific Northwest area 
served by water transportation on the river, and they have brought changes in 
the nature of the shipping itself. While vessels have become ever larger, with 
deeper drafts, and the volume of shipping has multiplied, physical changes in the 
Columbia bar have made negotiation of even the old channel ever more difficult 
and hazardous. 

Recognition of the great need to bring the access to the Columbia up to date 
with the increased demands made upon it led Congress last year to authorize 
the deepening and straightening of the entrance channel to a half-mile width 
of 48 feet depth. This authorization was based on an exhaustive report by the 
Corps of Army Engineers; and in view of the comprehensive study which the 
Congress has so recently given to this subject, I want at this time only to review 
some of the most compelling facts from the report. 

1. The Pacific Northwest has been and continues to be an area of phenomenal 
population growth, with resulting economic and commercial expansion. Due to 
the high cost of long-distance overland transportation, particularly across the 
mountain ranges of the West, water transportation is of primary importance to 
the economy of the region. 

As illustrative of the products shipped in bulk on the Columbia, I may mention 
only lumber, paper, grain and fruit products outbound, and inbound, petroleum 
and minerals, such as bauxite for the aluminum plants of the region. Anyone 
who knows the Pacific Northwest will immediately recognize the vital role which 
the safety, speed and cost of transporting such materials as these play in our 
economy. 

2. The ports of the Columbia River constitute one of the major seaport sys- 
tems of the world, regularly served by 40 worldwide lines as well as coastwise, 
petroleum and other special carriers. Ocean commerce across the bar of the Co- 
lumbia has increased to 10 times the volume it had when the existing channel 
was authorized by Congress—from 947,000 tons to 9,214,000 in 1950. This im- 
mense growth in seaborne commerce has taken the form of more voyages by larger 
ships through the old channel. Thus, during the same period, the number of 
ship passages has risen from about 1,400 to 3,270 in 1950, with the average size 
of the ships increased from 1,186 to 4,544 registered tons. 

3. The postwar trend toward larger ships with greater drafts has made the 
present entrance to the Columbia dangerous, particularly in heavy weather. When 
the 40-foot minimum was established in 1905, no ships on the Columbia drew 
more than 28 feet. In 1925, 70 ships crossed the bar with actual drafts of 28 or 
more feet; in 1940, 96 (3 percent of the total) ; but in 1950, 803 (25 percent of 
the total). The engineers report that: “When storm waves are running, modern 
vessels may strike bottom in depths exceeding their draft by 15 feet or more, * * * 
the present depth * * * is not sufficient for safe passage of present-day deep 
draft vessels.” 

Not only have there been a substantial number of groundings in the mouth 
of the Columbia in recent years, at losses running to hundreds of thousands of 
dollars; knowledge of the danger of crossing the bar in rough seas causes many 
ships to delay their arrival at the bar, or to be held for safer conditions. The 
engineers have estimated the cost of these delays alone at $88,000 a year—a 
sun that will grow as deep-draft shipping to the Columbia River ports increases. 

4. Considerable additional tonnage is lost when ships, particularly tankers, 
are loaded to less than full capacity so as to avoid the risk of damage or delay 
in crossing the bar. In other words, operators of modern oceangoing ships and 
tankers face the alternatives of either deliberately taking a loss on their tonnage 
by loading to less than full capacity, or risking a potential loss through delay 
al the bar; or Worse. 
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The engineers’ report calculated the direct annual benefits to be derived frog 
a 48-foot entrance channel to the Columbia River at $382,800 now, and an averag 
of $574,200 a year over the next 50 years. Many additional indirect benefits a), 
listed in the report but not evaluated. 

The above facts alone are enough to show that any delay in carrying out the 
authorization of a 48-foot channel which the Congress voted last year won) 
inexcusably perpetuate a serious barrier to the economic growth of the North. 
west, and to the commerce of the rest of the Nation with the Northwest. 1) 
them, there must be added the compelling considerations of national security, 

I shall not recite today the recordbreaking accomplishments of the wartime 
shipyards in Portland and Vancouver, or the volume of shipping which place 
Portland well within the top 10 ports of the Nation in defense shipments. By 
we must face the fact that the ports of the Columbia River will not in the future 
be able to play the crucial role they did in the Second World War, if they con. 
tinue to be bottled up behind the treacherous shoals of the present bar. 

The people of the Portland-Vancouver area—a metropolitan area of well over 
half a million population—continue to manifest their own confidence in the 
future of the Columbia as a main artery of American and world trade. On Swan 
Island, they have built some of the finest drydock and ship repair facilities ip 
the country. In last year’s elections, the port of Portland won adoption of a bond 
issue of $6,500,000 for modernization and improvements of the Portland docks. 

These new, as well as existing, facilities will stand ready to load and unload, 
to build, repair and service ships for commerce and for the needs of national 
defense—ready, that is, to serve the ships that can reach them. Congress must 
not delay in carrying out the responsibility for keeping open the shipping lanes 
to these great ports, which it recognized in authorizing the 48-foot entrance 
channel last year. 

The project authorized last year calls for dredging a half-mile channel to a 
depth of 48 feet at a total cost of $2,898,000. After completion of the channel, 
and on the basis of a study of currents and other conditions affecting annual 
shoaling of the new river entrance, the channel is to be secured by a spur jetty 
estimated to cost $5,657,000. 

Of this total project cost of $8,555,000, only $1 million is needed at once for 
the first year’s work. This sum will be sufficient to permit the engineers to con- 
plete their plans, initiate the project and carry out the first year’s dredging work. 

It is essential that this dredging, which is dependent in any case on unpredict- 
able weather conditions, be permitted to proceed with all speed physically possi- 
ble—that it not be unnecessarily delayed by inadequate funds. It may prove 
impossible to complete the maximum contemplated work in the first year, but it is 
essential that the engineers be given the means to try. Unspent funds are not 
lost, and they will in any case be needed the following year. 

Consequently, I urge that the full $1 million be appropriated for the project 
of dredging the entrance channel of the Columbia River to the project depth of 
48 feet. 

TILLAMOOK BAY AND BAR 


I would like at this time to make special mention of only one of the several 
important projects on the Pacific coast of Oregon—another project which was 
authorized by the Congress last year, in order to forestall the threat of virtual 
loss of the harbor at Tillamook. Following this authorization last year, the 
local population has shown its own determination to save this harbor by meeting 
the contingency of a local contribution of a quarter million dollars. I request 
that in the budget for fiscal 1956 Congress match this sum by appropriating 
$250,000 to start the work of closing the gaping break in the Bayocean Peninsula 
before irreparable damage is done. 

As pointed out in the report of the Corps of Engineers last year, if an early 
closure of the breakthrough in Bayocean Peninsula is not made, greater deteriora- 
tion of the navigation channels is inevitable, more acreage of oyster lands will be 
destroyed, and dikes protecting valuable agriculture lands will be subjected to 
damage by increased wave action along the easterly side of the bay. 

With conditions as they are now, closure would not be difficult. Every passing 
week and every passing month means a more costly and a more difficult task will 
be faced as the sea cuts a wider and deeper outflow channel. 

Deterioration of the navigation channels is choking off the movement of ship 
ping in and out of the harbor. Continued deterioration will shortly imperil even 
the movement of fishing vessels. It is even reported that the movement of logs 
so aa streams and across the bay has become a problem because of the rapid 
silting. 
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Preservation and protection of the existing navigation project and of the 
auxfliary Channel, it was stated last year by the Corps of Engineers, would 
result in benefits of $198,000 annually to the public. It was further pointed out 
at that time ‘that protection of the remaining oyster beds would result in annual 
pendfits to local interests of $22,450. 

It is estimated the construction cost of closing the breach in Bayocean Penin- 
sula would be $1,750,000. I understand that the Corps of Engineers believe con- 
struction can be accomplished in one working season, March to October, inclu- 
sive, which would require allotment of $250,000 of Federal funds in the fiscal 
year 1956 and $1,250,000 in fiscal year 1957. 

I can emphasize the importance of speed in carrying out this project in no 
more forceful language than the Corps of Engineers used in their report last 
year when they said in summation: “For these reasons it is believed that author- 
jzation of the project and appropriation of funds therefor should be given a high 
priority.” And in reference to the estimated costs they said, “This expenditure, 
plus the costs to local interests, appears to be amply justified economically on 
the basis of Federal and non-Federal benefits.” Time is of the essence if con- 
struction costs are to be kept to a minimum and further damage prevented. 


TALENT DIVISION OF THE ROGUE RIVER IRRIGATION PROJEOT 


I now turn to a project, not of the Corps of Engineers, but of the Bureau of 

Reclamation, the fate of which between athorization and budgeting is, to my 
mind, a telling example of the gap between political promises and performance. 
I refer to the Talent Division of the Rogue River Basin irrigation and power 
project. 
When the Talent project was authorized by Congress last year, the Republican 
Party in Oregon took the occasion for speeches and celebrations in the campaign 
to drum up Republican votes in the fall election. To listen to Republican orators, 
the people of Oregon would think, as they were meant to think, that this impor- 
tant project—which has the support of Oregonians of all persuasions—was on 
the threshold of fruition. My opponent, representing the Republican administra- 
tion, told the people of southern Oregon that construction of the Talent project 
was routine from here on in. 

Yet, when the Eisenhower budget for fiscal 1956 was unveiled, it did not 
contain 1 penny for construction of the Talent project. At the time the admin- 
istration’s budget appeared, a news report by Mr. A. Robert Smith to a number 
of Oregon newspapers quoted “a high administration official” as saying that new 
starts on reclamation projects were limited to adjoining Western States in 
which Republicans had been successful last November. 

The Talent project deserves better than to evaporate like a political mirage. 
It is a sound project which will irrigate 8,640 new acres of dry lands and make 
available needed supplemental water to 9,250 acres in an agricultural area of 
many small farms. In addition, it would have important flood-control benefits, 
and the plan calls for a powerplant of a capacity of 16,000 kilowatts. 

Of the total estimated cost of a little over $20 million about 60 percent is 
allocated to irrigation and 30 percent to power. The power investment will 
be repaid with interest over a period of 49 years, after which power revenues 
will be added to irrigation revenues to bring about total amortization of the 
project about 60 years from construction. 

On behalf of the people of southern Oregon, to whom authorization of the 
Talent irrigation project last year meant the promise of long-sought economic 
development, I request an initial appropriation for construction in the amount 
of $2,500,000. This amount is the minimum necessary to permit completion of 
the project over a period of about 6 years. In addition to starting a number 
of canals and reservoirs, it will make possible beginning construction of the 
Green Springs powerplant and contract commitments for power equipment, 
which must be made now to be ready when needed. 

As one of the fastest growing States in the Nation, Oregon needs sound and 
continuous development of its rich natural resources to keep up with its growth 
in population. Such resource development should not be allowed to become a 
victim of political drumbeating in the summer of an election campaign and 
Political allocation of funds in the budget of the following winter. It is up to 
this Democratic 84th Congress to redeem the forgotten Republican promises to 
the people of the Rogue River Basin and to appropriate these funds for a 
start on construction of the Talent division of the Rogue River project. 
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In conclusion, let me again express my appreciation for your attention to these 
important projects. The people of Oregon have high hopes and confidence 
that this 84th Congress will not permit the administration’s abandonment of 
sound, multipurpose resource development to cause economic stagnation in the 
Northwest. Let us not disappoint that confidence. Only by continuing sye) 
development on the schedule we have outlined can that rich and growing regioy 
make its full potential contribution to the economic welfare and the security 
of our Nation. , 

Senator NeusperGcer. In addition to my statement, Mr. Chairman, 
I would like to comment very briefly on a number of things. 

Mr. Hand, you raised the point about atomic energy. There was 
recently a story in the New York Times pointing out in their busi- 
ness section that. atomic energy is a longways from competing with 
other sources of energy for several reasons, particularly cost. 

I would like to point out this one—we have very limited supplies 
of pitchblende in the world which is the highest grade of ore from 
which materials for atomic energy come, and it would seem to me 
until we develop sources of such materials—and right now we are 
drawing upon the Belgian Congo and the area of Great Bear Lake— 
it would be very foolish for us to rely on those liimted sources for 
energy when we could use falling water which goes on forever ; at least, 
not until we have vast new supplies of ores that do produce atomic 
energy. 

I noticed two stories in the New York Times recently by Michael 
Hoffman from Geneva. The European nations had an emergency 
conference on their industrial future, and they found out that they 
are limited because of the fact they do not have enough energy, elec- 
trical energy, and they do not know where they are going to get the 
energy that is needed. It seems to me when we have these great 
sources of energy in our own country where energy can be developed 
without using up resources such as coal, or oil, or waiting for uranium 
we ought to consider them. 

I noticed a story in the New York Times that the country of Egypt, 
which, compared to our own development, some people would sup- 
pose to be a backward nation, is going to build on the headwaters of 
the Nile the biggest dam in the world, larger than Grand Coulee, and 
that that dam will increase the agricultural production about 33 per- 
cent and their power production about 40 percent. It seemed to me 
quite interesting that a nation which is sometimes thought of as a rel- 
ative late comer in industrial and economic development is going to 
build the biggest dam in the world, and here we are renouncing some 
of our own valuable power sites. It seems an interesting contrast. 

It may be possible that some of our funds which we will not appro- 

riate here for our great power sites may be going into the project 
in Egypt. 

Mr. Hanp. Did you say, “It may be possible” ? 

Senator NeuBercer. Only having been here 4 months, I am not yet 
an expert on Egypt. 

I noticed that the name of this dam in Egypt is Sadd el Ali. | 
think it is quite interesting while Egypt is going to build Sadd el Ali, 
meaning the high dam in the Egyptian langauge, we in the United 
States are going to have no Sadd el Ali. I think that is rather inter- 
esting and somewhat ironic. 

I am not going to talk about power any more because I know that 
my colleague in the Senate and Mrs. Greene are better informed on 





‘0 these 
fidence 
nent of 
in the 
iz such 
region 
ecurity 


rman, 


re Was 
* busi- 
yr with 


pplies 
. from 
to me 
ve are 
sake— 
es for 
t least, 
itomic 


‘ichael 
gency 
t they 
, elec- 
ret, the 

great 
eloped 
anium 


Leypt, 
1 sup- 
‘ers of 
e, and 
3 per- 
to me 
a rel- 
ing to 
r some 
st. 

uppro- 
project 


ot yet 


Ali. I 
el Ali, 
Tnited 
inter: 


w that 
ned on 


525 


that than almost anyone whom I know, and I am sure they have well 
informed you. 

| want to mention for about 2-minutes ‘the Columbia River Chan- 
nel situation. The Columbia River is the second greatest river in 
ihe United States,’second only to the Missouri-Mississippi River sys- 
tem. It seems to mea very disastrous thing to leave that great river 
channel at 40 feet. It was authorized at 40 feet in 1905, and you gen- 
tlemen can imagine what the size of ships must have been in 1905. 
Today it is only 40 feet. It has been authorized to 48 feet; but the 
actual work on it is only at 40 to 42 feet. 

The Army engineers, who Mr. Jensen was referring to, have re- 
ported— 

When storm waves are running, modern vessels may strike bottom at depths 
exceeding their draft by 15 feet or more. The present depth is not sufficient 
for safe passage of present-day deep draft vessels. 

There is the second greatest river in the United States and the only 
navigable river on the whole Pacific seaboard. This is something I 
know a little about, among some of these things that we in politics 
talk about. 

In 1953 Mrs. Neuberger and I went out and spent some time on the 
dredge that is out at the mouth of the channel, and we spent a great 
deal of time with the captain on the bridge. He showed us freighters 
coming across that bar, which is one of the most dangerous bars in all 
the world. Ithink more ships have grounded on that bar than almost 
any other bar, at least in proportion to the tonnage. In fact, the sec- 
ond ship that was brought there, the Tonquin, which was John Jacob 
Astor’s ship, could not come across the bar because it was so stormy. 
That was back in 1811. 

The captain of the dredge, the dredge Biddle, showed us these great 
freighters coming in, and they would sound in the great whirling 
waves. He told us that some of those freighters were within 15 feet 
of the bottom. He said that the largest freighters and tankers did 
not dare come in because they might have the bottom of their hulls 
ripped open on the bar. 

The day we were there was a nice day. He said that there were 
weeks spent sometimes when even the largest vessels that use the 
river, though they are far from the heaviest tonnage that could come 
nif the river were dredged, would have to stand off there for days and 
weeks until the weather moderated. 

I thing that a start ought to be made on deepening the channel of 
this great river on our western seaboard, the second greatest river 
inthe United States, to 48 feet. . 

The total cost of that project will eventually be $8,500,000, but the 
dredging itself will cost only $2,900,000. It is my understanding it 
could well be gotten under way within a $1 million appropriation and 
the value to the whole Pacific coast, in terms of commerce, exports, 
ato to say nothing of national security, would be very pro- 
ound. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Evins. May I state that your testimony has been particularly 
rfreshing tome. It has been stimulating. It shows your imagina- 
tion and vision of the future needs of our country. 
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When you were speaking of Egypt I was reminded of the fact tha 
President Eisenhower sent over Mr. Eric Johnston, the former preg. 
dent of the United States Chamber of Commerce, to the Near Fag 
with a personal mission to find out what our country could no to hel 
those people over there so they might get ahead. Mr. Johnston came 
back and recommended a series of dams on the ancient Jordan River. 
I read that in the press. I happened to meet Mr. Johnston at a meet. 
ing in Washington and I talked to him personally about that preg 
account and he said, “You may quote me. That is the true situation, 
I confirm the need for it.” 

That was for the building of a series of dams on the ancient Jordan 
River. We do appreciate your testimony. 


Wepnespay, May 11, 1955. 
Trinitry Rrver DeveLopMENT 
WITNESS 


HON. JIM WRIGHT, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THI 
STATE OF TEXAS 


Mr. Evrns. It is indeed a pleasure to have with us teday our col- 
league from Texas, Congressman Wright. His earnest advocacy and 
zeal in connection with the Trinity River development has made a 
lasting impression on all of us. 

Mr. Wricut. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, | 
think I can appreciate the awesome responsibility which your com- 
mittee must feel, when besieged by pleas and importunings to insur 
that from each appropriated tax dollar a full dollar’s worth of bene. 
fit will inure to the people of the United States, 

I understand it to be your policy to apply Federal funds where they 
will truly serve the national interest, and where preferably there i 
a clear disposition on the part of the local interests to put their own 
shoulders to the oar and contribute effectively to the development 
of the overall program in which our Federal Government participates 

By either criterion, the projects appearing in the suggested budget 
for the further development of the Trinity River in Texas recommend 
themselves to your sympathetic consideration. 

The 12-million-acre area embraced by the Trinity River watershed 
has a significant role in the realization of the economic potential of the 
United States. Few areas indeed have recently experienced such 4 
rapid rate of industrial growth. Few if any have as much to offer 
in undeveloped potential. 

On the upper reaches of the Trinity basin, more than 1 million 
people populate the Fort Worth-Dallas area which is the center of 
great north Texas aviation industry. Where the Trinity empties 
into the Gulf of Mexico, metropolitan Houston with more than 1 mil- 
lion people in its own right mushrooms out to touch almost contiguous 
municipalities where the oil and chemical industries so vital to ou! 
national welfare have taken root. 
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Between and surrounding these centers lies an area in which the 

ast 5 years have furnished conclusive proof that development and 
conservation of the water which falls. upon its sprawling acres is 
infinitely more important in the final analysis than the discovery of 
oil, gold, uranium, or any other natural resource. 

As this area’s development is vital to the national economy, so the 
development of the Trinity is indispensable to the economic life of 
the area. 

You will be interested, I am sure, in the truly unrivaled record of 
public-spirited self-help which has characterized that portion of the 
Trinity River development which has heretofore been accomplished. 

More than 40 years ago, local interests first dreamed of a master 
plan for the control of the ravaging floods and the utilization of the 
surface resources to encompass the full length of the Trinity and its 
major tributaries. They went to work upon their own initiative, and 
for many years they worked alone, laboriously and painstakingly 
etching out one step at a time in the construction of levees and flood- 
ways and reservoirs, 

Finally, under the Flood Control Act of 1944 and the rivers and har- 
bors authorization of 1945, the Federal Government took official cog- 
nizance of the need and the opportunity and launched in cooperation 
with loca] authorities the largest really intensive watershed program 
in the Nation. 

As a result of these years of cooperative endeavor, the goals con- 
templated for the upper one-third of the Trinity watershed have 
largely been achieved. Their accomplishment is an outstanding trib- 
ute to local-Federal cooperation. 

There are nine major reservoirs serving the purpose of main-stem 
flood control on the upper tributaries. Together, they represent a 
$105,200,000 investment. Of this amount, $56,600,000—or substan- 
tially more than half—is attributable to local investment. When we 
consider separately the four reservoirs above Fort Worth, where the 
1949 flood took a terrible toll in property, 72 percent of the total exist- 
ing reservoir value was provided locally. 

Taking into account the levees and floodways which serve the inter- 
est of flood control in the area of the 9 reservoirs, the local investment 
is $144 million compared with $61,200,000 in Federal expenditures. 
This record of local participation is unmatched on any major water- 
shed program in the United States. 

The first phase of the Trinity master plan upon which local and 

Federal authorities jointly embarked is nearing completion. By any 
standard, it measures up as a huge success and a magnificently good 
investment from the Federal viewpoint. 
_ There appears in the suggested budget an authorized item amount- 
Ing to $2,690,000 for the Dallas Floodway. This project is approxi- 
mately 30 percent completed, and the suggested amount should enable 
about two-thirds of the task to be performed by the end of the next 
fiseal year. 

During these long years while the upper reaches have been brought 
under flood control, the treatment of the mid-Trinity tributaries has 
been delayed. Development has at last reached a stage at which we 
can now move into the middle one-third of the watershed and begin 
to share with its citizens the beneficial results of harnessing the flood- 
waters which have wrought such appreciable annual losses. 
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Approval of the item of $50,000 requested for preliminary planning 
of the Navarro Mills Reservoir on Richland Creek will begin the 
necessary task bringing flood control on the central portion of the wa. 
tershed. This new reservoir will serve the additional purpose of mak. 
ing possible the badly needed water storage capacity which can be 
built into the project at local expense. 

I am convinced that the Navarro Mills Dam and Reservoir will serve 
an extremely important purpose and that it is urgently needed at the 
earliest possible moment. 

Finally, I should like to stress that the proposed Lake Liberty, some 
60 miles above the mouth of the river, is a key to continued progress 
in carrying out the Trinity master plan. It will be our last chance 
to put to major beneficial use the average 6 million acre-feet of water— 
almost 2 trillion gallons—which annually dump their precious cargo 
into the Gulf of Mexico. 

None of these three projects specifically mentioned lies in my con- 
gressional district. Yet the future of the entire region is so insep- 
arably linked with the future of the Trinity that I feel a sense of great 
interest in —— vo an ultimate completion this worthwhile goal 
of Trinity River development. 


I am certain that if you understand the importance of this program 
and the magnificent manner in which it has thus far progressed, you 
will agree that it richly deserves the continued support and coop- 
eration of our Government. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Wright, we appreciate the testimony that you have 
given the committee. 

Mr. Wricut. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity of having 


been heard. 


Wepnespay, May 11, 1955. 
Los ANGELES HARBor 
WITNESS 


HON. GORDON L. McDONOUGH, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Evins. We will hear from our colleague, Congressman McDon- 
ough, of California. 

Mr. McDonoveu. I do appreciate the opportunity of coming back 
to you after having been scheduled some time and it was found nee- 
essary to change the time. It is very considerate of you. 

Before I get into this statement on the project that I came here 
particularly for, I just want to reiterate the testimony of the Los An- 
geles County flood-control engineer, Colonel Hedger, who appeared 
before your committee. I just want to endorse and recommend the 
statement he made and to call the committee’s attention especially 
to two paragraphs in the statement. 

I am speaking from years of experience in connection with my work 
as a Los Angeles County supervisor and as chairman of the Los 
Angeles Flood Control District. for some time before I came to Con- 
gress. 
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[ do not have to tell you of the tremendous increase in population 
that has taken place in California, but this is the pertinent thing 
that I want to say—the Los Angeles County Flood Control District 
is budgeting for the 1955-56 budget nearly $31 million of tax funds 
we raised by taxing our own people. This is close to double the 
amount that is recommended by the Federal Government for flood- 
control projects in the country. 

In addition to these rather considerable sums, another $36 million 
will be spent by the district in the construction of storm drains, most 
of which are tributary to the federally constructed channels for flood 
control. Many of these storm drains cannot be built under the Federal 
projects, into which they discharge surface storm waters, are con- 
structed. It should be noted the entire storm-drain construction 
program is being financed locally with funds from the $179 million 
bond issue, approved by the voters of Los Angeles County in 1952. 
These expenditures of large sums for flood control, approved by the 
people of this country, in direct bond elections and by their repre- 
sentatives and local governments, are clear testimony to the need that 
is felt here for providing this kind of protection and to the willing- 
ness on the part of the citizens of Los Angeles County to help them- 
selves, 

In other words, we are not coming to you and asking you to finance 
the whole of the project, or half of the project. We are asking you 
‘o finance a portion of the amount of money that we are spending out 
of our own tax money to maintain flood-control channels in Los 
Angeles County. 

The project that I came to you this afternoon about is one that is 
very vital to the city of Los Angeles. 

During the 83d Congress $896,500 was authorized for the improve- 
ment of Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbor. Public Law 780 provided: 

Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbors, California : House Document Numbered 
61, Eighty-third Congress, at an estimated cost of $896,500: Provided, That the 
Secretary of the Army is hereby authorized to reimburse local interests for such 

rk as they may have done upon this project prior to July 1, 1953, at actual 
ost to local interests insofar as the same shall be approved by the Chief of 
Engineers and found to have been done in accordance with the project hereby 
adopted: Provided further, That such reimbursement shall be subject to appro- 
priations applicable thereto or funds available therefor and shall not take pre- 
cedence over other pending projects of higher priority for harbor improvement: 
ind provided further, That such payments shall not exceed the sum of $500,000. 

This committee now has under consideration an appropriation to 

remburse the city of Los Angeles at this time in part for harbor 
improvements that have already been made at Los Angeles-Long 
Beach Harbor. 
_ The city of Los Anegeles has already spent $500,000 on this harbor- 
improvement project which was approved by the United States Army 
ngineers with an estimated total cost of $896,500. Last year reim- 
bursement to the city of Los Angeles was approved in the Rivers and 
Harbors omnibus bill, 83d Congress, which authorized reimburse- 
ment of the full cost of the project, $896,500. 

The harbor improvement includes dredging of the east basin to 
provide a turning basin for deep-draft vessels. This improvement is 
needed immediately to serve the new harbor terminal which was 
constructed at. a cost of nearly $8 million and is useless without an 
adequate turning basin as it is designed to serve deep-draft vessels 
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engaged in passenger and cargo service to Hawaii and other worl 
points, and will generally handle world commerce in United States. 
flag vessels. 

The narrow channel in front of the terminal heretofore dredged 
at Federal expense was of insufficient width—200 feet—to pernit 
maneuvering of the class and size vessels requiring the use of the new 
terminal, and consequently it could be of little value until the dredging 
project was accomplished. 

Because the dredging project was recommended by the Depart- 
ment of the Army and approved by the Army engineers, the work 
would doubtless eventually have been undertaken and completed at 
Government expense. 

However, with the work on the new harbor terminal nearing com- 
ee an emergency existed, and it was necessary for the Los Angeles 

oard of Harbor Commissioners to proceed with the dredging in. 
mediately so that the terminal could be put into service as soon a3 
possible following its completion. 

As previously stated, of the total project cost of $896,500, all of 
which was approved by the 83d Congress for reimbursement to the 
city of Los Angeles, the city has already spent $500,000 which has 
provided a partially adequate turning basin to serve the new terminal. 

The new harbor terminal is one of the most efficient and one of the 
largest of its kind ever constructed, and it would be of inestimable 
value from a national-defense standpoint in time of war as a point of 
embarkation for military personnel, heavy equipment, and so forth. 
It is strategically situated for such military use from the standpoint 
of accessibility to rail and truck transportation and is in a protected 
location in the inner harbor. 

There is no question as to the importance of the dredging project in 
the east basin of Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbor, and in view of the 
urgent need for additional channel clearance to provide the necessary 
turning basin for vessels using the new terminal, it is obvious that 
improvement of the harbor could not be postponed and, therefore, it 
was undertaken by the city of Los Angeles. 

However, this substantial investment by local interests was made in 
reliance upon the fact that since rivers and harbors improvements are 
functions of the Federal Government under the Rivers and Harbors 
Act, and have been universally undertaken by the Federal Government 
at, Federal expense throughout the country for many years, this prac- 
tice would be followed and the city of Los Angeles duly reimbursed 
for this expenditure. 

I fully realize the demands made upon this committee for appro- 
priation for important and necessary projects in all parts of the 
United States. But I do believe that the request now being made for 
only a partial reimbursement of the amount already authorized to the 
citv of Los Angeles for the harbor improvement already made is 4 
just and reasonable request. 

The city of Los Angeles is subject to heavy demands at all times for 
certain maintenance of Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbor, and with 
other heavy city governmental expenses it needs some reimbursement 
for this expenditure which normally would have been made by the 
Federal Government. 

The amount requested at this time is $250,000, just one-half of the 
amount expended to date by the city of Los Angeles for this project. 
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and less than one-third of the total authorization for the project, 
$896,500. 3 

I sincerely urge, in consideration of these facts, that this committee 

nt the request for reimbursement of $250,000 to the city of Los 
Angeles for improvements already made at Los Angeles-Long Beach 
Harbor. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. McDonough, you are always very persuasive and 
convincing. 

(The following additional information was furnished for the 
record :) 


ADDITIONAL TESTIMONY OF Hon. Gorpon L. McDonovueH 


The authority for the reimbursement to the city of Los Angeles for out-of- 
pocket funds already spent by the city of Los Angeles for the improvement of 
the east basin of Los Angeles Harbor, I call the committee’s attention to pages 
4and 5 of Public Law 780, 83d Congress, 2d session, which reads as follows in 
the paragraph titled “California” : 

“Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbors, California: House Document Num- 
bered 161, Eighty-third Congress, at an estimated cost of $896,500: Provided, 
That the Secretary of the Army is hereby authorized to reimburse local inter- 
ests for such work as they may have done upon this project prior to July 1, 
1953, at actual cost to local interests insofar as the same shall be approved 
by the Chief of Engineers and found to have been done in accordance with the 
project hereby adopted: Provided further, That such reimbursement shall be 
subject to appropriations applicable thereto or funds available therefor and 
shall not take precedence over other pending projects of higher priority for 
harbor improvement: And provided further, That such payments shall not exceed 
the sum of $500,000.” 

Although this authorization provides for reimbusement up to $500,000, I am 
requesting at this time that your committee appropriate only half of this 
amount, or $250,000. I make this request with the hope that the balance of 
the $500,000 may be appropriaetd in the next budget, and that we will very soon 
receive the full appropriation of $896,500 so that the dredging of the east basin 
may be completed at an early date in the future. 


Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. McDonough. 
Wuirtow Rancu Reservoir 


WITNESSES 


HON. JOHN J. RHODES, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF ARIZONA 

HON. STEWART L. UDALL, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF ARIZONA 

HON. BARRY GOLDWATER, A UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF ARIZONA 

OAKLEY JORDON, MANAGER, ROOSEVELT WATER CONSERVATION 
DISTRICT 

COL. GEORGE BROWN, COMMANDING OFFICER, WILLIAMS AIR 
FORCE BASE 

JERRY SKOUSEN, CHAIRMAN, QUEEN CREEK COMMITTEE 

WALTER MERRILL, PRESIDENT, ROOSEVELT WATER CONSERVA- 
TION DISTRICT 

EARL RECKER 

PETE A. NAVARRETE 


Mr. Evins. The committee will hear next Congressman Rhodes and 
those he wishes to present to the committee. 
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Mr. Ruopes. Thank you. 

The project I would like to call to your attention is the Whitloy 
Ranch Reservoir. 

I would like :to call to the attention of the committee the. brochyy 
which was prepared by the Whitlow Ranch Dam Flood Control 
Committee. 

Queen Creek is a stream which 364 days out of the year is as dry ys 
can be but on the 365th day there is a torrent that does consilerable 
damage to cultivated lands, urban property, utilities, and so on, a 
endangers the United States Air Force Base at Williams Field. 

With that brief summary I would like to introduce my colleague, 
Congressman Udall, who has another engagement, and I yield to him 
at this time. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Udall, the committee will be pleased to hear from 
you. 

Mr. Upa.u. I just want to say a word or two. This project, although 
it is located out of my district, most of the water that does the damag 
comes from my district so I feel a responsibility. 

This is an important project because it not only does damage to. 
very rich farming area, but there is no military installation we have in 
the State that is more vital and more established than Williams Ai 
Force Base, and I think that of all the projects we have pending of this 
nature, this certainly deserves a very high priority, and if sufficient 
money can be appropriated to get the show on the road with this proj. 
ect it would be greatly appreciated by the people of our State, and | 
hope you can see fit to get 1t started, at least. 

Mr. Evrns. Will one of you gentlemen tell the committee how mic) 
funds you think could justifiably be used during the next fiscal year! 

Mr. Ruopes. The proper amount would be $100,000 for planning 
purposes. We are told by the Corps of Engineers that that amount 
could be spent in the next fiseal year. 

Mr. Evins. There has been no planning so far and no approval by 
the Bureau of the Budget ? 

Mr. Ruopes. There has been no planning, and I understand the 
Bureau of the Budget has not approved an amount for this specific 
purpose. The reason this is brought up at this particular time is that 
in August 1954 there was a very disastrous flood which damaged the 
area to the extent of $2,100,000, which is almost half the total cost of 
the project when it is completed. So it is an emergency situation. We 
have the commanding officer of the Williams Air Force Base here to 
testify and I have talked to the authorities in the Pentagon and | am 
led to believe that this would meet with their approval although they 
have not yet been in a position to request it. 

Mr. Evins. Do you have other witnesses, Mr. Rhodes? 

Mr. Ruopes. Yes, Mr. Chairman. I would like to introduce at this 
time Senator Barry Goldwater. 

Mr. Evins. The committee will be pleased to hear from you, Sen?- 
tor. 

Senator Gotpwater. I am very grateful for this opportunity to be 
here with you this afternoon. I just want to briefly give you m 
views as to the necessity for this construction. 

I was born in Arizona and have lived in this general area all my 
life, and as long as I can remember the floods in the Queen Creek 
Basin have been a problem. They have not been as big a problem 1 
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the past as in the last 10 or 15, years because this area has only been 
fully developed in the last 15 or 20 years. Prior to that time Queen 
Creek had a channel that was more to the south but, as is customary in 
the area, this channel has gradually moved 4 or 5 miles north of the 
old channel and when it floods it seriously threatens Williams Air 
Force Base. 

I might mention the amount of silt this stream could carry com- 
pared to the Colorado River. The Colorado River has an average flow 
of 16,000 to 20,000 second-feet. This stream can reach 70,000 second- 
feet but averages 40,000. It carries past Bright Angel checking 
point a quantity of silt equivalent to 70 boxcars every 24 hours. 

By the construction of this dam we can retain these vast flood waters, 
even though they come only occasionally, and recharge the ground 
water system which is diminishing at an alarming rate. 

By the construction of this dam we can also accomplish soil conserva- 
tion and silt control. 

The protection of the tax base is important, and the general welfare 
over an immediate area of 84,000 acres, some 60,000 acres of which are 
highly developed and lie in the districts represented by the gentlemen 
who will appear later. 

With the hazard removed by Whitlow Dam, development can be re- 
sumed in the area and new taxable wealth created. 

One of the most important things, to my mind, after we leave the 
area Of agriculture, which entails the living of these people in our 
part of the State, is the protection of Williams Air Force Base. The 
stream bed is so shifted that the water approaches Williams, and 
the commanding officer will tell you the danger they are in. When 
we are talking about losing an airplane we are talking about losing 
$1 million or $1.5 million, and this base will be one of the main crew- 
training bases. I do not know how many hundreds of millions of 
dollars in equipment it represents now, but it is fantastic. We had 
a similar situation at Luke Field, west of Phoenix, where, when it 
was built we thought it was safe, but because of the development of 
the lands to the north and west, that field received in 1950 a devas- 
tating flood that did several million dollars of damage to the field 
and equipment. Subsequently Congress authorized prceerytre work 
to the north and west, and in keeping with that I think we should 
provide funds for this protective work. 

The other witnesses are far more capable than I am to go into the 
details of this thing, but I did want to come as a native of that region 
aud ask you to consider this project. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Senator Goldwater. 

Mr. Hann. Prior to the flood of 1954 to which our colleague, Mr. 
Rhodes, has referred, when was there another flood of consequence ? 

Senator Gotpwarter. I think I am correct in saying that in 39 
years there have been 49 floods, Mr. Jordan will supply you with 
the accurate information, but there were floods in 1928, 1933, 1936, 
1)42, a big one in 1950, 1951, and 1954. 

It does not take a lot of water to fall in this rather compact area 
to cause a flood. As you see on the map, it is a small drainage area 
but very deep. 

Mr. Jensen. .I would like to ask one question. In this watershed 
that drains into the river Where you want to build this dam there are 
many ranches. 
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Mr. Ruopes. There is very little grazing. It is mostly genen| 
agricultural land. 

Mr. Jensen. Soil conservation is flood protection in effect. 

Senator Gotpwater. Yes. 

Mr. JEnsEN. It is not flood prevention but it keeps the water wher 
it falls and keeps the valuable topsoil where it is if proper soil conser. 
vation measures are effected. Now, are the farmers in that watershe) 
practicing soil conservation ? 

Senator Gorpwarer. Yes. In fact I think I am correct in saying 
the pioneer work in soil conservation was in the southeast corner of 
Salt River Valley. They have been pioneers in soil conservation in 
order to protect themselves. The basin itself has some grazing in it, 
It is very rocky, mountainous country. Out of this comparatively 
small bowl, which I would guess would be maybe 40 miles long and 
30 miles across, comes this little stream we call Queen Creek. It is not 
very long from its source to the valley floor, maybe 20 miles, and it is 
perfectly dry most of the year but when the cloudbursts come and hit 
that mountain the water pours out on that flat valley floor and brings 
this silt and debris. 

Mr. Jensen. Is any effort being made to promote more vegetation 
on the mountains you speak of? 

Senator Gotpwater. All that will grow on this mountain are cacti 
and some small grass. There are no trees, as such, within this small 
basin, so you cannot do anything to create better conservation prac- 
tices in the bowl. It is just rock and cacti. 

Mr. Jensen. In this project is it proposed to build smaller dam: 
closer to the mountains on the tributaries ? 

Senator Gotpwarter. I believe that can best be answered by the 
gentleman who will follow me. I only know of this big dam. TI do not 
know if they plan to build smaller dams or not. 

Mr. Jensen. The reason I ask that question is that the quicker you 
catch water coming from the mountains the less hazardous your flood 
is, because the slope up the stream and the rapidity of a stream 
of that nature does a terrific amount of damage and carries the silt 
along the stream. Of course the Army engineers understand that 
problem very well, but where it is possible to hold the water where it 
falls I, like almost everybody else, am a strong advocate of that type 
of flood prevention, and I hope that we do not build this dam until the 
people in the area have done everything within their power to hold « 
much of the water, the raindrops, where they fall and keep the rich 
topsoil where it belongs instead of letting it flow into the stream wher 
it is a detriment. I have said on many occasions that I was not going 
to be very anxious to appropriate an awful lot of millions and billions 
to build great flood control dams if the people in the watershed wer 
not concerned enough to hold their rich top soil where it belongs an 
out of the streams where it does great damage. So I hope that in this 
instance, as in all projects of this nature, we try to stop the water and 
the silt as much as we can before it gets into the stream and goes rush: 
ing to the sea. 

Senator Gotpwater. I might say in that connection that that basil 
is a very small area.. I would:compare it. to.a bathtub. There is 00 
topsoil, as such, that can be washed away. It is hard rock. 
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Mr. Ruoves. Mr. Jensen, if I might interpose, there is one man in 
the State who knows the answer to your question, and that is Mr. 
Jordan, the manager of the Roosevelt Water Conservation District. 
here Mr. Jorpan. To answer your question, an effort is being made to 
ser. ME work with the Soil Conservation Service for this project. The Soil 
shed Mf Conservation Service has told us they would not approve any project 

of that type until the waters of Queen Creek were controlled, be- 
ying Mm cause any small dams put into the foothills area where most of the 
r of Mag erosion occurs would be destroyed by these terrific waters that come 
0 in in from the steeper elevations. So they have discouraged us from 
nit. ag doing anything except getting ready. They have a plan which will 
vely (ggg entail $1,700,000, of which the participants would have to put up at 
and (am least half the money. Thirty-eight percent of the land in this area 
s not ais federally owned. Twenty-eight percent is owned by the State of 
it is Arizona, and the rest is privately owned. The elevation goes from 
1 hit fag 2.000 to 7,000 feet in a 10-mile span and that is where 80 percent of 
-ings A our water is dropped. , 

r Last August 19 we had from 3 to 5 inches of rainfall in 3 hours on 

ation a this high watershed and we had 30,000 second-feet of water come 
down upon us, and, as you know, in the desert country the cooler 
cacti atmosphere starts the water first. So this terrific amount of water 
mall qe Conjuncted with the rainfall and there was no place to put the water 
prac. fam because the torrents from the hills had taken place. 
This project was authorized in 1946 by the Army engineers but no 
Jams ?ppropriations have been made because of policy. The Korean con- 
fet and one thing and another have prevented civil projects and a 
request has never been made because of that policy until this time. 

Mr. JENseN. How much, if any, valuable agricultural land will be 
inundated because of the building of this dam ? 

Mr. Jorpvan. None. The dam is in a national forest. 

Mr. Ruopes. I think it would be well if Mr. Jordan would explain 
reanfam ‘te last flood. There were 2, 1 on August 19 and 1 on August 21, 
a silt - the difference is very significant as it affects Williams Air Force 

ase, 
tap Mr. Jorpan. The area in blue [indicating on map] is 35,000 acres 
type of irrigated, cultivated land. The yellow portion is where the chan- 
il theme! filled from the railroad east. That channel was normally 12 to 
1d asa 9 feet deep and at the end of the 19th it was only about 6 inches deep. 
rica /t had been completely filled for several miles. About 1 inch in 4 
cher Urs came in on the 21st, much smaller in proportion. That silt went 
voingge 2to and around Williams Field. If the canal banks had not ruptured 
ious Villiams Field would have been seriously damaged from this water 
wor cecause the water was up to the edge of the Wherry housing when the 
s anigg al banks ruptured. Another flood would certainly do millions of 
+ thi a of damage to Williams Field if it should occur before anything 
im Vas done. 

ey The farmers themselves have put their tractors and bulldozers out 

there and tried to clean the channel, but it is not that kind of a job. 
basil fr. Evins. Thank you. 
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‘sng Mr. Ruopzs. I would like to introduce Col. George Brown, com- 
ae officer of the Williams Air Force Base, who will be our last 
witness. 

Mr. Evins. The committee will be glad to hear you, Colonel Brown. 
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Mr. Hann. Might I ask one question before Colonel Brown gets ip. 
to his testimony? Who estimated this amount of damage of 
$2,100,000? | 

Mr. Jorpan. The Army engineers set a task crew into the area after 
the flood of August 19. 

Mr. Hanp. That estimate was made by the Corps of Engineers! 

Mr. Jorpan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hanp. Thank you. 

Colonel Brown. I am Col. George Brown, commanding officer of 
the Air Force base at Williams Field. I am here at the request of 
Mr. Rhodes and with the permission of the Department of Defense 
and the Department of the Air Force. I have no prepared statement, 

Mr. Evins. Tell us briefly about the floods which occurred there 
recently. 

Colonel Brown. The two floods of record that have damaged Wil. 
liams Air Force Base, one was in 1951, and that resulted in damage to 
our dike; and in 1954, last summer, in the flood of August 19 and 
21, water did enter the base and we had to suspend operations. It 
left sufficient debris that we had to abandon it a few days until we 
could clean it. It did not damage it. 

Water rose to the boundary road of the Wherry housing which is 
on the base proper. Had not the canal to the west of us ruptured 
and relieved the water pressure, I am convinced we would have had 
water in the windows of every structure on the base. 

The Air Force supports, but has not felt it necessary to sponsor, 
legislation that would fund the construction of this dam in the Whit- 
low Ranch area. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Colonel. 

Mr. Ruopes. Before we go I would like to introduce Mr. Jerry 
Skousen, chairman of the Queen Creek Committee; Mr. Earl Recker, 
a rancher; and Mr. Walter Merrill, president of the Roosevelt Water 
Conservation District. 

I want to thank the committee for the time you have given us. 
I tried to point out that there is some emergency involved and, as you 
know, sometimes it takes time to evaluate a flood. If we had been 
able to evaluate it and present the facts and figures sooner, I feel it 
would have been in the budget this year. I am appearing on the basis 
of an emergency, that there is an emergency sn veliveal, and I hope we 
can get this started a year sooner. 

Mr. Evrns. You made a very comprehensive statement. 

(The following material was submitted by the Whitlow Ranch Dam 
Flood Control Committee :) 


REPORT OF WHITLOW RANCH DAM FLoop ConTROL COMMITTEE 


1. Name of project 
Whitlow Ranch Reservoir. 
2. Location 


(a) Arizona 

(6) First Congressional District. Second Congressional District. 

(¢) South Pacific Division, Los Angeles District Corps of Engineers, United 
States Army. 


3. General nature and purpose 


This is primarily a flood-control project. The stream upon which the improve- 
ment is proposed is nonnavigable. Floods in the Queen Creek basin, Ariz., cause 
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direct and indirect damage to cultivated lands, irrigation works, urban property, 
highways, railroads and other utilities including an important United States 
Air Force installation at Williams Field, and constitute a menace to the lives 
and health of the residents. 

The plan provides for the construction of a dam and basin for flood control. 
The dam would be of concrete, gravity type, with a maximum height of 130 feet 
above stream bed, and a crest length of 535 feet. An uncontrolled spillway 200 
feet in length and outlet works would be an integral part of the dam. The reser- 
roir would have a total capacity at spillway crest of 24,000 acre-feet, of which 
17,000 acre-feet would be reserved for flood control, and 7,000 acre-feet for sedi- 
mentation and conservation purposes. 

The operation of the reservoir would regulate the runoff from 143 square miles, 
reducing the maximum flow from 59,000 to 1,400 cubic feet per second. The 
project would provide flood protection to an area of 84,000 acres, of which 59,000 
acres are highly developed irrigated lands in Queen Creek irrigation district, 
the Roosevelt water conservation district, the Salt River project, and the San 
Carlos project. 

The reservoir would be operated solely for flood control. Retardation of flood 
flows, however, would permit the percolation of all runoff from most floods into 
the underground storage basins along the channel. 


5. Legislative status 

Authority from State legislature has been obtained. (Sec. 75-2039 and 
75-2310, Arizona Code, 1939). Survey authorized by United States Congress 
(Public Law 738, 74th Cong., H. R. 8455) approved June 22, 1936, and the act 
(Public Law 761, 75th Cong., H. R. 10618) approved June 28, 1938. This project 
was authorized by Congress in the Flood Control Act approved July 24, 1946. 
It is believed that all legislative requirements have been complied with. Initia- 
tion of construction awaits only an appropriation by Congress. 


5. Physical status 

The project has been surveyed and transmitted by the Secretary of War, (H. 
Doc. 220, SOth Cong., Ist sess.), referred to Committee on Public Works. No 
construction work has been done. Project is inactive, awaiting appropriation 
of funds. 


6. Departmental status 


Project has been submitted by the War Department to Congress, and received 
congressional authorization, and now awaits appropriation. 
7. Estimated annual economic benefits 

Value of the average annual benefits estimated to accure from the construction 
of a dam and basin for tlood control at Whitlow Ranch site on Queen Creek 
amounts to $226,000,’ based on 1952 price levels, compiled by the Army engineers 
for this project. 

8. Estimated annual revenue 

This project is not revenue producing. 
§. Other credits to the project 

Uther credits accruing to this project in addition to the tangible benefits re- 
ported in item 7 are intangible benefits which are considerable but not susceptible 
of monetary evaluation. 

(4) Water released from the fiood-control basin at reduced rate and extended 
over longer period would, in large measure, recharge groundwater and thus mate- 
tially increase usable water supplies. 

(b) Soil conservation and silt control will result. These will accrue without 
any additional cost to the United States. 

(c) The protection of the tax base and the general welfare over an immediate 
area of 84,000 acres, some 60,000 acres of which are highly developed. 

(d) The protection of Williams Field Air Force Base and a substantial part 
of the Government’s liability to other property caused by the necessity of con- 
structing separate protecting works for the airbase. 

(e) Investments and improvements within the area liable to floods are now 
amhost at a standstill. With the hazard removed by Whitlow Dam, develop- 
——— 


This figure represents annual benefits estimated by Army at 19389 price levels ($96,000) 
converted to June 1952 prive levels, using factor of 2.766. 
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ment can still be resumed and new taxable wealth created. The annual benefits 
will then be correspondingly more than the $266,000 now estimated. 
10. Estimated cost 

Cost is estimated at $4,550,000. Note-—Army estimate in House Document Ny, 
220, $1,645,000, based on 1939 price levels. Army now estimates cost at $4,550,0H 


as at June 1952. (See Report on Water Resources Development by the Corps 
of Engineers in Arizona, dated January 1, 1953.) 


11. Estimated annual operating and maintenance expense 
Expense estimated at $21,575. Note—Army estimates of $7,800 increased by 
application of factor of 2.766. 


12. Length of time estimated to complete 
Two years, not more than 3 years (Army engineers). 


13. Objectors 
Hearings and publicity on this project have developed no single objection. 


14. Proponents 

Queen Creek Irrigation District, Queen Creek, Ariz.; Roosevelt Water Conser- 
vation District, Higley, Ariz.; Salt River Valley Water Users’ Association, 
Phoenix, Ariz.; Maricopa County Board of Supervisors, Phoenix, Ariz.; Mesa 
Chamber of Commerce, Mesa, Ariz. ; Gilbert Chamber of Commeree, Gilbert, Ariz: 
Chandler Chamber of Commerce, Chandler, Ariz. ; Sacaton Indian Tribunal Cou- 
cil, Sacaton, Ariz.; Maricopa Farm Bureau, Phoenix, Ariz,; Mesa Farm Burean, 
Mesa, Ariz.; Chandler Farm Bureau, Chandler, Ariz. ; Queen Creek Farm Bureau, 
Queen Creek, Ariz. 


15. Sponsors 
Maricopa County Board of Supervisors, County Courthouse, Phoenix, Ariz: 
Queen Creek Irrigation District, Queen Creek, Ariz.; Roosevelt Water Conserva- 


tion District, Higley, Ariz.; Salt River Valley Water Users’ Association, Phoeniy, 
Ariz.; Pinal County Board of Supervisors, Florence, Ariz. 


REPORT ON FLOOD oF AvGusT 19, 1954, QUEEN CREEK AND VICINITY, ARIZONA, Con?s 
OF ENGINEERS, UNITED STATES ARMY OFFICE OF THE DISTRICT ENGINEER, Los 
ANGELES District, Los ANGELES, CALIF., SEPTEMBER 24, 1954 


AUTHORITY 


1. This report is submitted pursuant to instructions in subparagraphs 4223.05 
b and d, chapter IV, Operations, Part II, Civil Works, Orders and Regulations, 
Corps of Engineers, United States Army. 


GENERAL 


2. This report describes the storm, flood, and flood damages that occurred 
August 19, 1954, in the Queen Creek Basin and the Superstition Mountain area. 
Also included is a description of the relatively minor storm and flood of August 
20, 1954, in the same general area. Queen Creek is a tributary of the Gila River. 


DESCRIPTION 


3. Location and extent—The Queen Creek drainage and the Superstition 
Mountain area lie east of the confluence of the Salt and Gila Rivers and extent 
roughly from Superior, Ariz., to Chandler, Ariz. The combined area of the drait- 
ages is approximately 880 square miles including irrigated agricultural lands 
in the lower portion of the basins. 

4. Queen Creek Basin is composed of a drainage area of about 426 square 
miles. The basin is bounded on the east by the Pinal Mountains. On the south, 
a poorly defined ridge in the area due east of Santan Mountain separates the 
Queen Creek drainage area from that of the Gila River. Adjacent to and norti 
and west of the basin is what is known locally as the Superstition Mountain area 
The Superstition Mountain area, which is composed of a series of independent 
washes, is bounded on the north by the Superstition Mountains. These drait- 
ages are independent of each other in the mountains and foothills, but during 
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periods of high runoff some of the flows intermingle on the desert plain in the 
vicinity of the Roosevelt Water Conservation District canal. 

5. Economy.—The area of principal flood damage consists of irrigated farm- 
land in and adjacent to the Queen Creek Irrigation District, Roosevelt Water 
Conservation District, and the Salt River project. Cotton is the leading crop in 
this area. Next in importance are alfalfa and feed grains. The towns of Gilbert, 
Higley, and Queen Creek, and Williams Air Force Base are located in the area. 


STORM AND FLOOD 


6. The headwaters of Queen Creek originate in the Pinal Mountains at eleva- 
tions varying from 4,000 to about 5,500 feet. The elevation of the streambed at 
the Whitlow Ranch dam site is about 2,050 feet. Several of the headwater 
streams have gradients in excess of 1,000 feet per mile. Streambeds throughout 
the foothills and plains generally have streambed gradients less than 100 feet 
per mile. The heavy rains of the storm of August 19, 1954, centered over the 
mountains and foothills and covered the upper Queen Creek drainage area. 
Heavy rains were reported in the Superstition Mountain area. Very light 
sprinkles to zero precipitation were reported in the plains area west and south of 
the Superstition and Pinal Mountains. On August 20, 1954, moderate amounts 
of rain were reported in the vicinity of Apache Junction in the Superstition 
Mountain area and at Granite Reef Dam and Mormon Fiat in the Salt River area, 
which is adjacent to and northwest of the Superstition Mountains. 

7. Rainfall_—Rain began about 1 a. m. on the 19th of August and continued until 
8or9a.m. An intensity of 2.01 inches per hour was reported at Ray (station 
15, appendixes 1 and 2). Another intensity reported at Florence Junction, was 
175 inches per hour. By applying a correction to the hourly amounts of the 
tipping-bucket gage located at Superior, an hourly intensity of 1.13 inches was 
estimated. Intensities at other stations ranged from % to % inch per hour. 
Another storm, more local in character and with lower precipitation intensities, 
began about 2 a. m. on the 20th and continued until 5 a.m. Time between the 
2 storms ranged from 13 to 20 hours. The Queen Creek recorder at Whitlow 
Ranch dam site did not record properly for these storms. Table 1 shows pertinent 
data for 18 precipitation stations. Appendixes 1 and 2 show location of stations 
and isohyets for the storms of the 19th and 20th, respectively. 
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TABLE 1.—Pertinent data, storms of Aug. 19 and 20, 1954, Queen Creek and vicin; 


1 ty 
Arizona F 








| | 
Precipitation ali 
Num-) Precipitation stationname _ ___| Dura- | a abbas 
ber | and location | tion seean tye 
| | Date Amount) or 
| : cegueusden ie dade. 
Inches | Hours | 
| Mesa Experiment Farm, west 9] 0.02 | 2 Excel- | Light rain from8 to 0a. m 
of Mesa. : 0 | () lent. 
Falcon Field 14% miles south- . 46 | 7] do- | Located at Mr. Armstead’s 
west. f 0 (1) | citrus grove. ; 
Granite Reef Dam, at dam 9/ O (') do....| Data obtained from U, g 
1.35}. .(%) | Weather Bureau at Phoenix 
| Stewart Mountain, at dam_-__- | 0 do_. Do. . 
(?) 
Mormon Flat, at dam__-_.___- do. Do. 


~ 


| Good__.| Heavy rains, 1636 hours be. 
tween storms. 
E xcel- | 2 storms 13 hours apart, 
lent. | 
Good - | 2 storms 19 hours apart. 


ny 


Charles Weeks Ranch, 4 miles 
east of Apache Junction. 

King’s Ranch, 7 miles east and 
south of Apache Junction. 

Barkley Ranch No. 1, 10 miles 
east of Apache Junction. 

| Barkley Ranch No. 2, 12 miles | 

|} east of Apache Junction. 

10 | Florence Junction, at junction . | Excel- | Heavy rains, from 3 to7 a. m: 

of highways 60, 70, 80, and 89. | (4) | Jent. = 2.50 in.; from 8 to 9a. m= 

| _ 1.76 in. 
11 | Boyce Thompson Arboretum. 5.2 644} Good_..._| Very heavy rain from 5 to 8 
3 | a.m. of the 19th. 
12 | Superior Smelter, southwest 2.6 446} Excel- | A tipping-bucket recorder at 
end of town. ; | lent. same location registered 0.9 
inch of rain. 


So 


“IG 





on 


do. 2 storms 20 hours apart 


Neo 
oO 


13 | Superior Smelter office, east 
end of town. } be 
14 | Pinal Ranch, approximately 6 5 wai ....; 2 storms 1614 hours apart 
miles east of Superior on 

Highways 60-70. 

15 | Ray, at smelter office i ....| 2 storms 14 hours apart. 





16 | Florence, southwest side of 
town. | 
17 | Queen Creek, town of Queen No record. Several residents 
| Creek. ‘ claim there was no rain. 
18 | Williams Air Force Base, at . 6: | Excel- | Observations made every 6 
head quarters on base. 2 . | hours. 


1 Not applicable. 

2 No data available. 

8’ During night. 

4 Trace. 

8. Runoff—The United States Geological Survey estimated a peak of 40,000 
cubic feet per second at 10 a. m. on the 19th on Queen Creek at Whitlow Ranch 
dam site (drainage area 143 square miles). This was much greater than the 
previous maximum peak of record (13,200 cubic feet per second). At 9:05 a. m. 
a peak of 27,500 cubic feet per second was recorded at this site and at 9: 45 a. 0. 
the recording-gage station was washed out and was not recovered until a few 
days later. In the areas of greatest damage (Queen Creek Irrigation District, 
Williams Air Force Base, and Roosevelt Water Conservation District), the flood 
peak came at approxmately 2 p. m. on the 19th. The flood peak continued through 
the irrigated area reaching the town of Gilbert between midnight and 2 a. I. 
on the 20th. . The residents of Apache Junction reported 2 flood peaks, 1 betweell 
7 and 10 a. m. on the 19th and a second, a larger peak, about 6 or 7 a. m. on the 
20th. Apache Junction was the only place that reported damaging flood flow from 
= storm of the 20th. All floodwaters had subsided by the afternoon of the 

Oth. 

9. Overflow area.—The runoff came down the washes from the Pinal and Super- 
stition Mountains, crossed the desert as sheet flow and spread out over the irti- 
gated farmland. The damaging flows from Queen Creek covered approximately 
17,000 acres of farmland, from Williams Air Force Base on the north to Chandler 
Heights Irrigation District on the south, and from the Maricopa-Pinal County 
line on the east to the Roosevelt Water Conservation District Canal on the west. 
The runoff from the Superstition Mountain area flooded irrigated agricultural 
land adjacent to and east of the Roosevelt Water Conservation District's dike 
and canal, overtopped and broke through the dike in many places, and flooded 
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farmland from the dike to the town of Gilbert on the west. The damaging over- 
gow inundated approximately 13,000 acres and extended from Williams Air Force 
Base and the Southern Pacific Railroad on the south to the vicinity of Gila and 
galt River baseline on the north. The total farmland flooded by flow from both 
drainage areas was about 30,000 acres. , a, 

10. The source of damaging floodwaters was easily determined except for a 
few areas, Such as Williams Air Force Base, where runoff from both the Queen 
(reek drainage area and the Superstition Mountain area appeared to join and 
cause overflow and damage. The overflow areas of principal damage are out- 
lined on the attached map, appendix 3. This map indicates the extent of the 
flood in Maricopa County where most of the damaged farmland is located. With- 
in the outline there are areas, such as Williams Air Force Base, which were not 
completely inundated. To the north and east of the area shown on this map, 
the floodwaters were poorly defined, coming across the desert as sheet flow with 
occasional islands of dry land. To the south and east of the area shown on this 
map, severe damage from the flood occurred on a considerable acreage of culti- 
vated farmland along Queen Creek in Pinal County. 


FLOOD DAMAGE ESTIMATES 


11. Fieldwork.—Los Angeles District personnel arrived in the flooded area on 
Wednesday, August 25, 1954, to investigate and gather data on rainfall, runoff, 
aud resultant flood damage. The overflow area was determined, and owners and 
operators of farms were interviewed. District personnel were assisted in this 
work by the United States Soil Conservation Service officials in the area. Dam- 
age reports were obtained from officials of the State of Arizona, Maricopa County, 
Pinal County, the town of Gilbert, and local irrigation districts. Owners of dam- 
aged business and residential property were interviewed. The field survey ex- 
tended from August 25 through August 30, 1954. 

12. General nature of flood damage.—aAll types of property were damaged by 
the floodwaters. As this area is principally agricultural the highest monetary 
damage was to crops and irrigation facilities. Crops were completely ruined in 
some areas, being flattened on the ground and covered with debris. A large 
portion of the cotton was partially damaged as water reached the lower bolls, 
causing a lowering of the quality and increased harvesting costs. There was 
also considerable erosion, especially in fallow fields. Concrete irrigation ditches 
were torn out and scattered across the fields. Dikes and major irrigation canals 
were overtopped and breached. Residences and businesses were damaged by 
water and mud in the rural areas and in the towns of Apache Junction, Gilbert, 
and Queen Creek. 

13. Roads and highways suffered heavy damage in Pinal and Maricopa 
Counties as floodwaters concentrated in the roads and caused considerable ero- 
sion. Major damage to public facilities was at Williams Air Force Base where 
a dike was overtopped and mud and debris were deposited on parts of the field. 
An auxiliary field was covered with mud and debris. Comparatively minor dam- 
ages to railroads and utilities were noted. 

14. Emergency work.—Several hundred men were at work for several hours in 
an attempt to protect dikes and irrigation works. Residents and businessmen 
in Gilbert were able to prevent considerable damage by sandbagging and moving 
(amageable goods prior to inundation. 

15. Estimates of flood damages.—Detailed estimates of damage were made on 
the basis of information gathered in the field. The total estimated damages 
amounted to $2,100,000. A summary of the estimated damages resulting from the 
flood of August 19, 1954 in Queen Creek and vicinity, Arizona, is given in table 2. 
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TABLE 2. —Estimated damages, flood of Aug. 19, 1954, Queen Creek and vicinity, 
Arizona 





——— 


Damages 


Type of property pe a ae nD ONL Iiies, 
Direct Indirect Total 


$27, 000 
105, 000 
7,9 

1, 610, 00 
55, 500) 
266, 600 

6, 000 
1,70 


2, 079, 70 
2, 100, 000 


Residential 
Business and industrial 
Publie ¥ 


-s# 
aN 


Highways and roads 
Railroads 
Utilities 


yesseees 





16. Photographs.—Photographs of damaged property were taken by local pho- 
tographers and by the district office representatives. Photographs selected to 
show the nature, extent, and severity of the flood damages are included in appen- 


dix 4 of this report. 
LOSS OF LIFE 


17. No loss of life occurred. Depths were not excessive in most areas and for. 
tunately no one was caught in the washes or low spots. 


DAMAGES PREVENTABLE BY AUTHORIZED CORPS OF ENGINEERS IMPROVEMENTS 


18. Whitlow Ranch Reservoir.—The project for the Whitlow Ranch Reservoir 
was authorized by Congress in the Flood Control Act approved July 24, 1%6. 
The recommended plan provides for a dam on Queen Creek at the Whitlow 
Ranch site, located 5.2 miles above the U. 8. 60-70 highway bridge near Florence 
Junction and 2.3 miles above the mouth of Whitlow Canyon. This dam would 
reduce the reservoir design peak flow of 59,000 cubic feet per second to an outflow 
peak of 1,400 cubic feet per second. Since this dam site is above the mouth of 
Whitlow Canyon, floods from this canyon would not be controlled. 

19. Preventable damages.—Most of the damages were easily separable into 
those caused by flows from Queen Creek and those caused by runoff from the 
Superstition Mountain area. However, in a few areas damages were caused by 
a combination of Queen Creek floodwater and floodwater from other washes. In 
these areas, an arbitrary division of damages was made. The estimated dam- 
ages from Queen Creek floodwaters below Whitlow Ranch Dam site are $1,200,000. 
Flow from Whitlow Canyon would not be controlled and therefore it is probable 
that there would have been some damage even with a dam at Whitlow Ranch 
sit. It is estimated that at least $1 million in damages would have been prevented 
had this dam been built. 


Waco, Trex. 
WITNESSES 


HON. W. R. POAGE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THI 
STATE OF TEXAS 

HON. 0. B. ROBERTSON, MAYOR, WACO, TEX. 

BASSETT WATSON, PAST PRESIDENT, CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
WACO, TEX. 

JACK KULTGEN, WACO, TEX. 

SIDNEY DOBBINS, MANAGER, CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, WACO, 
TEX. 

HARLON FENTRESS, PRESIDENT, CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, WACO 
TEX., AND PUBLISHER OF NEWSPAPERS IN WACO, AUSTIN, AND 
PORT ARTHUR, TEX. 


Mr. Evins. The committee will hear Congressman Poage of Tex 
and those whom he may present. 
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I wish to state at the outset that Congressman Poage has been most 
diligent and he has spoken to me and I know to other members of the 
committee about the project he is interested in. 

Mr. Poace. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I think I might introduce the representatives from Waco. We will 
start with Mayor O. B. Robertson of Waco; Mr. Bassett Watson, past 
president of the Chamber of Commerce of Waco; Mr. Jack Kultgen, 
member of the board of the Brazos River Authority of Waco: Mr. 
Sidney Dobbins, manager of the Chamber of Commerce of Waco: and 
Mr. Harlon Fentress, president of the Waco Chamber of Commerce 
and publisher of newspapers at Waco, Austin, and Port Arthur, Tex. 

We are here in the interest of some planning money for what is 
known as the Waco Reservoir. For a great many years we have been 
working on the Brazos project. Nineteen years ago this spring the 
first resolution I got through Congress when I came here was one 
through the old Flood Control Committee to authorize the survey of 
the Brazos and it tributaries. That started the work 19 years ago. 
The engineers made various recommendations and two dams have 
ben built, the Whitey Reservoir and the Belton Reservoir. Then 
there has been a reservoir built by the State with WPA assistance. 

Those three reservoirs are, of course, key structures in the flood-con- 
trol program, but obviously they cannot be expected to completely 
control the stream that is as long as the Tennessee River with almost 
as much population in its valley as the Tennessee Valley. 

Mr. Evins. I am glad to note the affectionate reference of the gentle- 
man from Texas to the Tennessee Valley. 

Mr. Poage. We have to recognize that many of our great men come 
from ‘Tennessee. 

The fourth reservoir which has been recommended by the Army en- 

ineers and authorized by Congress is the one at Waco on the Bosque. 

he Bosque is the main tributary of the Brazos which has not as yet 
been dammed. 

While we now have the Whitney Reservoir on the main stream of the 
Brazos above Waco, we do not have flood control in Waco until we can 
control the Bosque itself, because the Bosque can flood the city. So 
until we have control of this tributary, the Bosque, we will not have 
flood control for Waco and from Waco to the gulf. 

We realize there have been people before you all day and all day 
yesterday and will be all day tomorrow, probably, pointing out the 
difficulties they are facing with regard to flood problems, and we know 
they face them, just as we do. We know those problems are not 
unique with us. But we feel we are not entirely in the same situation 
with all the projects you are going to hear in that our authorization 
contemplates, and we contemplate and we look forward to the oppor- 
tunity to cooperate with the Federal Government in contributing at 
last some portion of the cost of this reservoir. 

We are not telling you we are here to pay part of the cost of flood 
control, because nobody does and we do not feel Waco should, but we 
heed city water. We find ourselves in a position where we have to 
have city water. If we can cooperate with the Federal Government 
ve will work it that way, and we believe that will be to the advantage 
of both parties. If we cannot, we will have to raise money through 
the sale of bonds and build a separate water system. Of course we 
will not get as much by building our own water supply as we would 
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by putting the same amount of money in a large Federal dam, ani 
the Federal Government will not get as much flood control benefits 
as it would if Waco joined in the construction. 

The mayor of Waco is here and a representative of the Brazos River 
Authority, who will tell you they will buy any excess water so thy 
the Federal Government will not have 100 percent expense at Waco a: 
it often has at other places. 

Everybody can tell you they need flood control, but at the same time 
the important thing we want to impress upon you is that Waco stands 
ready to pay a substantial portion of the cost. 

Mr. Evins. How many damaging floods have occurred at Waco iy 
the past 5 or 10 years ? 

Mr. Poacer. None in the last 5 years because we have not had enough 
rain to wet a saddle in the last 5 years. Our trouble has been dry 
weather in the last 5 years. The last serious flood was in 193¥, 
There was one in 1945, but the one in 1936 did many millions of 
dollars of damage. The engineers estimated that the damage runs 
$2.5 million a year, averages that, from floods on the Brazos below the 
mouth of the Bosque. 

Now, of course, that means that in one of these great floods we wil] 
get $35 million to $40 million of damage. I know that the 1936 flood 
ran somewhere in the neighborhood of $40 million—I do not have the 
exact figures—but the damage was tremendous. 

I may say that the Brazos River and its tributaries have carried mor 
water than went by Kansas City in the flood of 1951. Some people 
questioned that but the Army engineers told us that 631,000 second-feet 
of water passed Cameron which is down below Waco, 631,000 second- 
feet of water, and that is more water than ever passed down the Missis 
sippi River above Alton, III. 

Mr. Evrns [interposing]. It is not only a flood damage proposition, 
but it is a problem of conserving the use of the water that could be 
put to advantageous use. 

Mr. Poacr. This dam would not involve a great deal of conserva- 
tion, except for the city of Waco and such other storage as the Engi- 
neers would feel was justified. The Brazos Authority stands ready to 
buy any conservation storage from the Government. This is a non- 
irrigating dam; it is primary flood control; it is not a power dam. 

Mr. Evins. How much money do you think should be put in the 
budget that could be justifiably and properly expended ? 

Mr. Poacr. $100,000. We are only asking to get the money that— 

Mr. Evrns. You are asking for the budget figures? 

Mr. Poacr. Yes, that is the recommendation, as I understand it. 

Now, I would like to ask that you hear first from Mr. Fentress. 

Mr. Hanp. Other members of Congress have referred to the flood 
of 1936. 

Mr. Poacr. Yes. 

Mr. Hann. If Whitney Dam had been built, would it have met that 
problem ? 

Mr. Poaar. No. That flood of 1936, originated at least 75 percent of 
it, below the present dam at Whitney. Maybe, I should say, that there 
is in Texas what is known as the Balcones fault, which comes across 
the State from the southwest, out about Del Rio, up by Austin, Waco. 
Dallas, and turns east. 
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[t seems to have been the history that a great many times we get 
doods that originate right in this fault area, which is an area immedi- 
ately west of Waco, immediately west of Temple and of Austin. We 
often have a rainfall of from 15 to 20 inches; that is not unusual in 
that area, although conversely, we may have long periods when there 
is no rainfall at all; but we have had several times when we have had 
more than 15 inches of rainfall within 2 or 3 days in that immediate 
urea; it never seems to extend very far west; these heavy rainfalls 
never seem to extend more than 75 miles upstream from Waco. 

Mr. Hanp. I think I have the picture, thank you very much. 

Mr. Evins. Mr. Fentress, the committee will be glad to hear you. 

Mr. Fenrress. Mr. Chairman, I think Mr. Poage has covered the 
general picture pretty well. 
~ Back in 1930, when our present water supply facilities were con- 
sidered adequate, but they have now formed, in fact, a mud pool in 
the lake—that is about what it is. 

We had a population of somewhere in the neighborhood of 47,000 
to 48,000; we now have a population of something in excess of 100,000. 
Our storage, that is, our water supply for the city, domestic supply, 
has dwindled by 60 percent because of excessive siltation. 

The lake originally had 31,000 acre-feet which was adequate for 
50,000 people. It now has less than 16,000 acre-feet of water. 

And the average daily evaporation of water from that lake is very 
heavy; it goes down very rapidly, especially when we have not had 
rains, such as has been our experience for the past few years. 

It is contemplated that the proposed reservoir, as recommended by 
the Corps of Engineers, would give us about 100,000—a little in ex- 
cess Of 100,000—acre-feet of water conservation, on top of which there 
will be 488,000 acre-feet of flood-control capacity. 

As Mr. Poage has pointed out to you, the terrain down below Waco 
is such that no flood-control facility can be constructed. The area 
broadens out into a flat plam and there is no suitable location for them. 

The Army engineers have chosen this site because it blocks the con 
fence of three rivers; the Bosque River, which he has pointed out to 
you, forms one of the greatest flood tributaries to the Brazos itself. 
This would impound water in these three separate watersheds. It 
would back up the reservoir that I spoke of in terms of some 600,000 
acre-feet. 

Now, of that, about 65,000 acre-feet is allowed for any possible fur- 
ther siltation, which is deplacable because the upstream soil conser- 
vation practices have been so improved in the last few years that silta- 
tion has become less each year. 

[ might refer you to House Document 535 in which the Soil Con- 
ervation Service estimates that the capacity of the existing reservoir 
would be depleted by 1955 or 1960. They did not miss their guess very 
much. This guess was made back in 1936 and is right down, now, as 
Isay, to about 16,000 acre-feet of water. It is totally inadequate to 
supply a town better than 100,000 population. 

Mr. Evins. I think I can see your picture; your population is in- 
creasing and your water supply is decreasing. 

Mr. Fenrress. Not only that, but the per capita consumption has 
raised 7 percent. 
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Mr. Evins. I might say that personally if a dam is built in that area, 
I can see no reason why a suitable arrangement could not be worked 
out with the Corps of Engineers for the city of Waco to buy wate 
from the reservoir for whatever it might need. 

Mr. Fentress. As the Congressman pointed out, we have got to haye 
some water, Mr. Chairman, and we are going to have to build a reser. 
voir if we cannot work out some sort of a cooperative program with 
the Federal Government. 

Mr. Poace. Mr. Chairman, I would like to call now upon the mayor 
of the city of Waco, Mr. O. B. Robertson. 

Mr. Evins. Mayor Robertson, you may make such statements as you 
wish. 

Mr. Rosertson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My name is 0. B. 
Robertson. I am mayor of the city of Waco. I am, and for 32 years 
have been engaged in the ice cream business in Waco. 

As has been ‘pointed out by Mr. Fentress, our two greatest needs in 
Waco are probably flood protection and an adequate water supply. 
Our city has developed rather rapidly for the past 20 years, but we 

cannot fail to recall the fact that we have experienced devastating 
floods in the past and until the flow of the Bosque River is controlled, 
we know that these floods may reoccur. The Army engineers have 
recommended a structure that will protect us from ‘these floods. At 
the same time, Waco’s domestic water supply is, as has been explained, 
reaching a critical point. We must have a new and greatly enlarged 
water supply. We recognize that the people of Waco must pay for 
this water supply. We do not expect the Federal Government to 
give it to us; however, we realize that if we can take care of our needs 
for municipal water at the same time that the engineers construct the 
needed flood-protection works, that there can be a saving for bot) 
the city and the Federal Government. We believe that this is good 
business. Waco is ready to vote the bonds necessary to provide for our 
municipal water supply. 

If we are not given an opportunity to cooperate with the Federal 
Government, we will have to do this alone. Obviously, the city of 
Waco cannot contemplate building a structure anywhere in the neigh- 
borhood of the size contemplated by the flood-control program, but we 
would be glad to put our water-supply money into the same project 
with the Government’s flood-control money and to build a structure 
that will serve both purposes at the same time. As mayor of the city 
of Waco, I am authorized to repeat the commitment heretofore made 
that if this flood-control project can be commenced in the near future 
that Waco will pay her fair share of the cost. 

We are all united on this project, and there is no organized oppos'- 
tion at the local level. 

Mr. Evrns. Thank you, Mr. Robertson. 

Mr. Jensen. Mr. Poage, what is the estimated total cost of this 
project? 

Mr. Poace. Approximately $38 million, I believe. 

Mr. Roperrson. Approximately $38 million ; yes. 

Mr. Jensen. And how much is chargeable to flood control and other 
activities of the project ? 

Mr. Rosertson. I would have to get the engineers’ information 00 
that. 





of | 
city 
\ 
fea 
inte 
user 
It 1 
pro 


\ 


thai 


the 


\ 


vject 
ture 
city 
nade 
ture 


yOsI- 


this 


Mr. Kutreen. To put it in reverse, Mr. Chairman, the city of Waco’s 
share would be approximately 4 or 5 million dollars. It throws some 
light on what the Brazos River Authority is proposing to purchase 
from the Government, the balance of the conservation water which the 
city does not use. That figure we can determine now on one of the 
subjects that is now in negotiation with the Army engineers, and is 
determined largely by the cost of providing water. 

Mr. JensEN. What percentage of the total reimbursable feature 
does this $4 million—or whatever it is—that you expect the city of 
Waco to pay, represent ? 

Mr. Kuitreen. Congressman, I think 15 percent would be about as 
good a guess as anybody can make. 
~ Mr. Jensen. The $40 million is the total cost ? 

Mr. Kutreen. About $38 million. 

Mr. JENSEN. $38 million. 

Mr. Poacr. Yes; that was the estimate. 

Mr. Fentress. That is based on the 1950 estimate. 

Mr. Jensen. What I was trying to get at is this: What percentage 
of the reimbursable cost of this project does that $4 million-plus the 
city of Waco agrees to put into this project, represent ? 

Mr. Poage. It is rather speculative. There are no reimbursable 
features in this specifically, except what the city of Waco will put 
into it, and what the Brazos Authority will pay for the water to be 
used for irrigation purposes, because there is no power in this project. 
It was established be the Army engineers purely as a flood-control 
project. 

Mr. JensEN. The clerk has just shown me some figures, which shows 
that it is all nonreimbursable except for water supply, part of which 
the city of Waco agrees to contribute to the cost of this project in 
order to get sufficient water supply. 

Mr. Poaar. There will be some reimbursement. If you would like 
tohave us, I think we can get that. 

Mr. JeNsEN. Yes; from the river authority. 

Mr. Poaer. Yes. 

And, I would like to ask Mr. Kultgen to comment on the point. He 
isa director of the Brazos Authority, which is a State agency. 

Mr. Evins. We will be glad to hear you, Mr. Kultgen. 

Mr. Kutvern. Mr. Chairman, I am a businessman in Waco and a 
director of the Brazos River Authority. The Brazos River Authority 
isa State agency, appointed by the Governor, and charged with the 
responsibility of controlling, as well as it can, the entire Brazos River 
Valley in Texas. 

The authority has built and operated one large dam, called the 
Morris Sheppard Dam, a power dam, and was financed out of power 
revenue. The authority has no other means of building dams, except 
through the sale of power. We have under engineering study now 
ive more dams between Possum Kingdom and Whitney, a place above 
Waco, where power is possible, where we can get closure. Of course, 
those dams will be built through the sale of bonds, financed by revenue 
from the power. 

We cooperate fully with the Army engineers and are at the moment 
negotiating with the Army for handling of the Whitney Dam and tak- 
Ing over the power of the Whitney Dam. We try to integrate and 
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operate all of these dams in order to get the maximum concentratioy 
and maximum beneficial use of the water. 

At the present time, 85 percent of the water that flows down the 
Brazos goes on out into the gulf, simply because we do not have any 
place to put it. 

We are also negotiating with the Army for the purpose of conserva. 
tion storage at the Belton Dam, which was recently completed, and 
we are pretty close to closing the deal. It is simply a question of 
determining costs and I think we have given them one figure and they 
have given us another and we are going to get together, because we 
are very, very close to them. And we think that the Waco Dam ani 
the series of dams recommended by the Army, authorized by the Con- 
gress, is a part of the overall plan for the control of the Brazos River. 

The State agency has one function and the Army has another and 
together we try to control the whole river basin in as effective a manner 
as we Can. 

Mr. Evins. Will you please tell the committee how much of the 
water the Brazos Authority proposes to acquire and how much you 
propose to pay for it? 

Mr. Kurreen. We would buy all of the conservation water not 
needed by the city of Waco at a price—at whatever appropriate price 
is determined by the Army, and whatever they tell us they want for it. 

Mr. Evins. You do not have any round-figure estimate, approximate 
figure ? 

Mr. Kuureen. Mr. Chairman, the only figure that I can give you, 
that you can put your teeth in, would be the figures which the Army 
ras offered to sell the water in the Belton storage reservoir for, which 
is $28.81 per acre-foot. There, again, no two dams are the same, and 
the policy of the Army will determine that, and we will pay just what- 
ever they say we should pay for it; whatever reasonable figure they 
ask us to pay for it. 

There is a desperate need and demand for all the water we can get: 
we are delighted to have it and we will be delighted to pay for it. 

So I would say that we would buy whatever is left over above the 
needs of Waco, and we will pay the price that is determined by the 
Army, and we are now negotiating with them, and I do not think there 
will be any difficulty about that. 

As a part of the record, in this Document 535, at page 73, wherein 
the Brazos Authority assumes the duty of disposing of the conserva- 
tion water, which would be provided in the reservoir—and we are 
definitely trading now, and we are working very closely and, of course. 
ihe Brazos River Authority recognizes the need for this control of the 
Bosque, asa part of the master plan of the Brazos. 

I think that about covers it, as far as the Brazos River Authority is 
concerned. We are doubly anxious to see this go forward as a pat 
of the overall project. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Jensen. The Army engineers must have given you some sort of 
a figure on the total repayment which the Brazos River Authority 
would pay over the period of the life of the project; the payback 
period on the project, whatever it may be. Have they not given yol 
some sort of an estimate in millions of dollars? 

Mr. Poace. If I may interrupt, Mr. Chairman, I do not think, and 
I have not understood, that they have given us any kind of a figure. 
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If I have correctly understood it, the reason for not giving that kind 
of an overall figure is that nobody yet knows, in the first. place, exactly 
how much of the water Waco will contract for, and, in the next place, 
after the city of Waco contracts—there was to be something like 
100,000 acre-feet in this conservation pool, back of this dam, and the 
city of Waco would not need 100,000 feet at the present moment, or 
perhaps for a great many years to come. 

Now, let us say they took one-third of that, leaving some 60,000 or 
70,000 acre-feet to be sold to the district. Does that 100,000 acres also 
include the siltation pool ¢ 

Mr. Kuiteen. No. 

Mr. Poage. It does not ¢ 

Mr. KULTGEN. 65,000 siltation; 104,000 conservation storage. 

Again, I say the only definite figure that has been mentioned in con- 
nection with this dam, Congressman Jensen, is the price of $24.81 at 
the Belton Dam, and the Government figures these dams in accord- 
ance with construction cost. 

Mr. Jensen. And I assume that the city of Waco has the first pri- 
ority on the water ? 

Mr. Poagcr. That is right. 

Mr. Kuiteen. Yes. 

Mr. JENSEN. To the extent of their needs / 

Mr. Poage. Yes. 

Mr. Jensen. And beyond that—— 

Mr. Poace. At the same figure the Authority would pay, and in 
trying to use the Government’s figures, we have no way of knowing, as 
yet, what the final cost will be. And all they could do would be to give 
an estimate, and the figure that has been mentioned here for the Belton 
Dam was $24.70. 

Mr. Evins. And it would be possible for them to come in later and 
say that it cannot be sold at the same price. 

Mr. Poaer. That is right. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, we do not want to prolong the hearing. Did 
you have anything further you wanted to say, Mr. Robertson ? 

Mr. Ropertson. No. 

Mr. Poacr. We are very much obligated to you, Mr. Chairman, for 
the courteous consideration it has given to us. 

Mr. Evins. Did you want to make this statement a part of the 
record 4 

Mr. Poagr. Yes. 

Mr. Evins. It will be received and given consideration by the com- 
mitttee, 

(The statement referred to follows:) 

Waco CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Waco, Tex., May 11, 1955. 

GENTLEMEN : The attached brief is one that was prepared for presentation to 
the Committee on Public Works, House of Representatives, 83d Congress, in 
May 1954, and was in support of a portion of House Document 535, “Brazos 
River and Tributaries, Oyster Creek and Jones Creek, Tex.” this being a report 
compiled by the Chief of Engineers of the United States Army. 

The Public Works Committee approved the Bosque River project: and the 


Sd Congress approved the project in its second session under flood control 
omnibus bill H. R. 9859. 

Inasmuch as this project involves local participation on the part of the city 
ot Waco, to provide niunicipal water supply, it is urgent that we pursue this 
matter with minimum delay. 
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We hereby request a hearing with the appropriate subcommittee of the House 
Appropriations Committee at their earliest convenience. 
Sincerely yours, 


HARLON FENTRESS, President. 
FLoop CONTROL AND WATER SUPPLY NEEDS, WACO, Tex. 
STATEMENT OF OBJECTIVES AND PURPOSE OF THIS PRESENTAYION 


To establish the urgent need that now exists in the city of Waco for assured 
flood control and water supply for the present and future. 

Pertinent facts relative to this project are as follows: 

1. This dam, plus Whitney, will afford flood protection and water conservation 
for approximately 400 miles downstream and control 96.5 percent of the draip- 
age area of the Brazos River. 

2. The city of Waco will participate financially. 

3. This project holds No. 1 priority in the eyes of the United States engineers 
for the entire State. 


4. The ratio of value received from Federal project is 42 percent greater than 
the expense. 


5. Loss of water storage due to siltation and increased demand for water 
based on fast growth. 

6. The city’s alternate plan to provide additional water storage facilities, 
which will make it impossible for the city to participate in a Federal project ata 
future date. 

7. The proposed city lake would afford a minimum of flood-control features, 

8. The Brazos River Authority has, through its board of directors, agreed to 
purchase storage rights of surplus waters for conservation purposes in keeping 
with its statutory obligations and purposes, which will mean additional financial 
participation by this agency of the State of Texas. (See exhibit 2.) 


GENERAL INFORMATION ON WACO 


Waco is today a city with an estimated metropolitan population of 112,60 
citizens. It is the county seat of McLennan County, which today has an estimated 
population of 146,800 citizens. Located in the heart of central Texas and the 
Brazos River Valley—one of the most fertile and productive regions in the entire 
Southwest—it has an elevation of 450 feet above sea level; annual rainfall 35.4 
inches; mean annual temperature, 67.5° F. The growing season is 250 days. 
Waco is near the geographical center of Texas and almost exactly at the center 
of Texas’ population density. This central location makes it an excellent dis- 
tribution center and affords many commercial and industrial advantages not 
enjoyed by any other city in Texas. 

It is the principal city and trading center of the Black Waxy region which is 
one of the largest cotton-producing areas in the United States. Although transi- 
tion to an industrial economy is occurring, the economic life and growth of Waco 
are basically supported by the enormous production of McLennan County and the 
other counties comprising the rich central Texas (Brazos) Valley. 

The agricultural importance of Waco is influenced by the fact that the only 
bridges over the Brazos River in McLennan County are located in Waco. Theu, 
too, Waco and McLennan County are located approximately on the borderline 
of cotton, corn, dairy, poultry, and intensified type of agriculture of east Texas 
and the small grain, livestock, and extensive type of agriculture production of 
west Texas, and on the 35-inch rainfall line. 

The United States census of agriculture survey showed that McLennan County 
had 4,295 farms on 585,000 acres of land, the average farm containing 1362 
acres. ° _ 7 

In crops, McLennan County is the second ranking oat country in the State with 
1,334,403 bushels. It also ranks high in corn, grain sorghums, barley, wheat, pea 
nuts, cotton, sweetpotatoes, clovers, pecans, watermelons, legumes, peaches, ber- 
ries, and other fruit and truck for market. It is one of Texas’ leading staple 
crop counties. 

hlesteck production totaled 46,394 cattle of all types; 3,708,626 gallons of 
milk were produced, half of which sold commercially. In 1953, 7 million broilers 
were produced, making McLennan County one of the State’s largest producers 0 
fryers and broilers. 1,120,137 dozen eggs were produced. Beef cattle, hogs, 
horses, mules, sheep, lambs, wool, and some honey were sold. 14,363 turkeys 
were raised. 
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Value of crops based on plantings and prospective price for 1954 are estimated 
to be in éxcess of $15 million, while the livestock, poultry, and dairy products in 
McLennan County should account for approximately $16 million. 

New areas are being opened for irrigation in the Brazos bottoms over gravel 
beds which supply water in vast quantities at 12- to 35-foot depths. New devel- 
opments in agriculture are being studied and tested by farmers and ranchers of 
the area with the assistance of virtually every educational agency of the State 
and Federal Governments in the agricultural fields. This work includes the 
growing of special truck crops, intensive insect control in cotton, artificial in- 
semination in dairy cattle and specialized broiler production. ’ 

Experiment stations and varied investigation work is being done by the t nited 
States Department of Agriculture and others, among which is the experimental 
watershed project of the Soil Conservation Service located in Riesel, Tex. The 
cotton insert laboratory and grasshopper control station of the Bureau of Ento- 
mology and Plant Quarantine is located in Waco. 

Emergence of an industrial economy in Waco is noted in the increase from 
a total manufacturing employment of 3,453 in 1940 to the present 8,340. 

Waco has 254 manufacturers of varying size. Of these, 3 plants employ over 
500 persons, 8 employ 250 to 500 persons each, 10 employ from 100 to 249 per- 
sons each and 196 employ less than 100 persons each. Altogether, there are ap- 
proximately 8,340 people employed in manufacturing in Waco. They make a 
wide variety of products, including cotton goods, dairy products, sash and doors, 
built-in furniture and miscellaneous millwork, cement, concrete pipe, tents, awn- 
ings, work clothes, sporting goods, coffins and caskets, camp furniture, church 
furniture, venetian blinds, glass containers, tire covers, automobile tires, twine, 
denims, brooms, mops, laundry and dry cleaning equipment, printing, lithograph- 
ing, advertising novelties, medicines, toilet preparations, engraving, iron and steel 
fabrications, bottled drinks, various food items, cottonseed products, women’s 
clothing, cotton textiles, mattresses, cotton insulating materials, hats, monuments, 
and many other items. 

The principal industries located in Waco are: William Cameron & Co., the 
largest woodwork mill in the South, with 98 branch houses located in Texas, 
Oklahoma, and New Mexico; Universal Atlas Cement Co., one of the South- 
west’s largest cement plants, a subsidiary of the United States Steel Corp.; 
Owens Illinois Glass Co., a $2 million glass-container factory employing some 
150 persons; General Tire & Rubber Co., a $6 million automobile tire factory; 
Crawford-Austin Manufacturing Co.; Clifton Manufacturing Co.; Hawk & Buck 
Co.; J. M. Wood Manufacturing Co.; Texas Textile Mills; the Borden Co.; 
Western Stove Co.; Texas Coffin Co.; Weston Biscuit Co.; Union Asbestos & 
Rubber Co. 

Waco has managed in an incredibly short time a changeover from a strictly 
agricultural economy to one that first struck a balance between agriculture and 
industry and now is tipping the scale in favor of industry. Brought about by 
having all the advantages of any other industry-minded town in Texas, a mild 
imate the year around, low-cost electric power and natural-gas fuel, plenty 
of good quality labor, nearby raw materials, and low taxes plus an extraordinary 
position for distribution. 

More than 90 percent of the population of the entire Southwest. including the 
States of Texas, New Mexico, Oklahoma, Arkansas and Louisiana, live within 400 
miles of Waco. Within a radius of 200 miles of the city is 36 percent of this 
population, and 70 percent is within a 300-mile radius. 

We have discussed the growth of the population at Waco and in McLennan 
County, and we have endeavored to show some of the economic forces which 
have contributed and will continue to contribute to this growth. There re- 
a a consideration of the measure of these forces in terms of conventional 
indexes. 

— indexes show business increases for 1954 on a comparative basic with 
): 

Population increase, 108 percent. 

New people, 56,059. 

25,844 more people employed, which is 46 percent greater than the national 
average, 

Retail sales increased over 401 percent. 

Wholesale sales increased over 545 percent. 

Effective buying income, 264 percent. 





In the last 14 years, building permits totaling $126,066,442 have been issued, 
which represent 10,668 residential permits and 12,403 nonresidential permits 

207 percent more telephones, 

101 percent more water connections, 

123 percent more gas connections. 

109 percent more electrical connections. 

366 percent more money in the bank. 


FLOOD CONTROL 


The following excerpts concerning flood control are taken from House Doc. 
ment No. 535, entitled “Brazos River and Tributaries, Oyster Creek and Jones 
Creek, Tex.,”’ and are findings of the United States Corps of Engineers. This 
data was submitted August 9, 1939 ; 

“The most frequent flooding has occurred along the Brazos River from about 
Waco to Hempsted. The frequency of occurrence of a flood year at varic iis loca- 
tions along the Brazos River, based upon stream-gaging records, is about once 
in 8.3 years of Kopperl, once in 2.1 years at Waco, once in 3.6 years at Valley 
Junction, once in 3 years at Washington, once in 1.9 years at Hempstead, and 
once in 8.3 years at Richmond. 

“Economic analyses show that the greatest flood losses occur in the lower 
Brazos River Valley from the vicinity of Waco to the mouth and indicate that 
the plan of improvement for flood control should be designed primarily to re- 
duce flooding in this region. 

“Hydrologic studies reveal that major floods in the lower valley occur fre- 
quently, have large volumes and overflow the valley to a maximum depth of 
about 20 feet. These floods result from the unregulated flow from the Brazos 
River above Waco, augmented by flow from one or more of the major tributaries. 

“Just above Waco, the Bosque River and several minor tributories enter the 
Brazos River. Protection of the lower valley by means of levees alone was con- 
sidered impractical. Protection of the lower Brazos River Valley, however, bj 
means of storage and reservoirs was found to be feasible. Certain of these reser- 
voirs were found to be essential and justifiable elements in the plan for floo 
control. They are Whitney, Belton, Lampasas, Waco, and Proctor Reservoirs. 

“It was apparent early in the investigation that any plan for general flood 
control on the lower Brazos would require reservoir storage on the Brazos River 
above Waco on the Leon River watershed. The Whitney Reservoir is located 
at the site furtherest downstream on the Brazos River suitable for the protec- 
tion for the lower Brazos River Valley from the headwater floods, and there- 
fore, was a key element in any plan for flood control.” 

After full consideration of the reports secured from the district and division 
engineers, the Board recommends provisions of the following additional reser- 
voirs for flood control and allied purposes in the Brazos River Basin, Tex.: 
Waco Reservoir on the Bosque River; Proctor Reservoir on Leon River: Lam- 
pasas Reservoir on the Lampasas River; Laneport Reservoir on San Gabriel 
River ; Somerville Reservoir on Yegua Creek and Ferguson Reservoir on Navasota 
River. 

The Brazos River and its tributaries are subject to frequent and destructive 
floods. Eleven major floods and numerous lesser ones have occurred since 1899. 
No single flood has caused the highest known stages in all parts of the basin. 
The greatest general flood occurred in December 1913, and resulted in the maxi- 
mum known stages at all points on Brazos River below Waco. The peak discharge 
of this flood at Valley Junction and below was 350,900 cubic feet per second. 
The peak discharge at Waco was experienced in September 1936, and amounted 
to 246,000 cubic feet per second. Flood damages in the watershed occurred prit- 
cipally along Brazos River between its mouth and the Whitney Dam site and in 
the basins of tributary streams entering that section. The flood plains in which 
the principal damages occur have a total area of about 1,413,480 acres, of which 
763,650 acres are cultivated, 645,960 acres are grazing lands, and 3,820 acres are 
urban. Based upon recurrence of the experienced floods, the present state of 
development in the basin, and 1947 values, the district engineer estimates the 
laverage annual flood damages for the areas of principal damage at about 
$9,806,300, of which $6,970,900 are direct damages and $2,835,400 are indirect 
damages. The direct damages consist of $6,544,830 to rural property including 
crop losses, $300,230 to transportation facilities and utilities, and about $125,84° 
to urban properties. 
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“The Brazos River above Waco is deeply entrenched and confined in a narrow 
valley having steeply sloped sides or bluffs. The flood plain is narrow and con- 
tains a relatively small number of improvements or developments. For these 
reasons, there are no general or serious local flood problems in this reach of the 
river. : 

“Below Waco, the river emerges from the area of rugged topography into a 
rolling plains area and the river valley becomes wide and flat. The ficod plain 
js extensively developed agriculturally and a number of small communities, main- 
ine railroads, improved Federal and State highways, and county roads are found 
therein. Great floods on the Brazos River cause crop damage and seriously en- 
janger these improvements. During large floods, the Brazos River, in its lower 
reaches, overflows the watersheds of Oyster Creek, Chocolate Bayou, Austin 
Bayou, and Bastrop Bayou on the east and watersheds of San Bernard River 
and Jones Creek on the west. 

“Below Waco, the river follows a very sinuous course and its length is about 
twice the length of the general axis of the valley. The river banks are general 
unstable and there is considerable loss of land by bank erosion. The problem of 
tank erosion along the mouth was investigated by this office, a study of aerial 
mosaics and surface of the river revealed that erosion and movement of the 
channel is not limited to any given localities, but has occurred generally through 
the entire reach below Waco. The study indicates that approximately 19,300 
acres of land have been lost through such action during the period 1900 to 1938. 

“These reservoirs would reduce the discharges of such floods as occurred dur- 
ing the period of record, 1899 through 1945 for Brazos River and 1908 through 
1945 for the tributary streams, to nondamaging flows immediately below the con- 
trolling dams. Due to the resulting reduction in natural valley storage and to 
the runoff from uncontrolled areas below the reservoirs, their effectiveness would 
be less at downstream points. For example at Waco on Brazos River, 26 dam- 
iging floods occurred during the period of record and the reservoirs wonld reduce 
the peak discharges of 25 of these if they should recur to nondamaging amounts, 
whereas of the 20 floods at Richmond during the same period, 13 would be fully 
controlled should they be repeated, and 7 partially controlled. The District 
Engineer estimates the annual benefits of the reservoirs from prevention of 
uod damages at $7,226,478 and from enhancement of land values, by making 
existing grazing lands suitable for cultivation, at $362,742, a total evaluated 
benefit from flood control of $7,589,220 annually. 

“The system of reservoirs would control 27,567 square miles or 77.2 percent of 
the total contributing drainage area of the Brazos River. At Waco, 96.5 per- 
cent of the drainage area would be controlled.” 

In the conclusion of the engineers as appears in House Document 535 “regurd- 
ing flood control and allied purposes it is concluded that damages from floods 
occur principally on the lower Brazos River from near Waco and its mouth and 
some certain portions of its tributaries thereto.” Under recommendations of 
liouse Document 535, “The District Mngineer recommends that the Federal Gov- 
tument adopt the following additional multiplepurpose reservoir projects for 
ood control and allied purposes on the Brazos River and tributaries, Texas: 

Waco Reservoir on the Bosque River: 

Proctor Reservoir on the Leon River: 

Lampasas Reservoir on the Lampasas River: 

Laneport Reservoir on the San Gabriel River; 

Somerville Reservoir on the Yegua Creek ; 

Ferguson Reservoir on the Navasota River: 
substantially as outlined in this report, at a total estimated first cost to the 
United States of $91,915,000 with $270,000 annually for operation and main- 
tenance, subject to certain provisions of local cooperation pertaining to the Waco 
Reservoir project as follows: 

“That the owners of the existing Lake Waco Dam and Reservoir shall permit 
the Federal Government to breach the existing dam and to utilize, without cost, 
iny of the reservoir lands needed for the construction and operation of the new 
project in exchange for conservation storage equal to that existing in Lake Waco 
at that time.” 

From the foregoing excerpts from the engineers’ report pertaining to the 
Brazos River in the general area of Waco and south, it can be clearly seen that 
with the completion of the Whitney Reservoir 38 miles north of Waco and the 
‘ompletion of the Belton Reservoir on the Leon River, that the next logical step 
would be to control the next principal tributary of the Brazos, the Bosque River, 
which feeds into the Brazos approximately 4 miles north of Waco. 
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Under the recommendations of the United States Engineers, as stated in House 
Document 535, you will note that the Waco Reservoir on the Bosque River holds 
a No. 1 priority. Inasmuch as it is not practical to approve all 6 reservoirs at 
one time, we certainly feel that we are justified in requesting the next project in 
line of priority, which is the Waco Reservoir on the Bosque River. 


WATER SUPPLY 


In House Document 535, the Corps of Engineers has included in the War 
Reservoir on the Bosque conservation storage of approximately 107,000 acre. 
feet for use at Waco’s municipal water supply. Excerpts from House Document 
535 dealing with his portion of our problem are as follows: 

“The city of Waco made a specific request for a supplemental water supply and 
furnished assurance that the city would cooperate with the Federal Government 
to this end. Waco now obtains its water from Lake Waco, a small reservoir op 
the Bosque River. The capacity of this reservoir is being exhausted by siltation 
Based on a survey made in February, 1936, the Soil Conservation Service esti. 
mated that the capacity of the existing reservoir would be depleted by 1955 or 
1960. The proposed Waco Dam would be located 0.4 mile below the existing dam 
and its construction would inundate the existing dam and reservoir. Sufficient 
conservation storage would be provided in the new reservoir to permit an equi- 
table exchange of storage plus any additional storage that the city may desire 
to purchase.” 

“The Brazos River Conservation and Reclamation District (now known as the 
Brazos River Authority) has offered to administrate the disposal of the con- 
servation waters made available by the system of reservoirs proposed herein, 
The district is a State organization created for the purpose of controlling, storing, 
preserving, and distributing the flood, storm, and unappropriated flow of the 
Brazos River and its tributaries.” 


WATER PROBLEMS OF THE CITY OF WACO 


When Lake Waco was completed in 1930, the storage capacity was 39,378 
acre-feet. In 1947, when the Soil Conservation Service made their last survey 
on rate of sedimentation, it was found that Lake Waco had lost, as a result of 
sedimentation, 17,352 acre-feet of storage. This 1947 survey indicated that the 
Lake was about 44 percent filled and that the rate of siltation amounted to 2 
percent annually, which would mean that as of 1954, approximately 58 percent 
of the original storage capacity of 39,378 acre-feet was lost. During the same 
time of loss of storage facilities for the municipal water supply, the city of Waco 
continued to grow and during the period between 1940 and 1954, Waco’s popt- 
lation has increased 108 percent. The fact is that we have 108 percent more 
people to service with 58 percent less storage capacity. 

Realizing that something must be done to give the City of Waco an assured 
water supply, the board of water trustees early last year employed the engineer- 
ing firms of Joe J. Rady & Co. and Freese & Nichols to study the local problem 
and make recommendations regarding a new water supply for Waco. This re- 
port was submitted to the board of water trustees in September of 1953, and 
the recommendation of Mr. Rady was to construct a new dam on the North 
Bosque above the present Lake Waco at an estimated cost of $3,900,000 and 
unless we are able to obtain quick action from the Federal Government on the 
proposed Lake Waco Reservoir, the city will be forced to go ahead with its plans 
for the new Lake above the present Lake Waco. If this hapnens, it womld, in 
our opinion, upset the long-range plans of the United States Engineers in their 
flood-eontrol program for the Brazos for two main reasons: First, that with the 
necessary financing involved in the citv project it would not be probable that the 
city could participate financially in the Federal project at a future date: and 
second. it would certainly cause a considerable change in the design of the pro- 
posed federal project. 

It shonld be pointed out that the board of water trustees has realized for 4 
number of years that our present water supply would he exhansted prior te 1960: 
but in view of the Rrazos River survey as outlined in House Document 535 and 
high vriority in which this Waco Reservoir was placed, it was evervone’s onin- 


ion that we would do everything nossible to cooperate with the Federal Gov- 


ernment and engineers in their flood-control program: but. due to the war. 
as you know, the flood-control projects not under construction were shelved. 
The time has now come that we must do 1 of 2 things: First, and 
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most logical is to request that this honorable committee recommend the authori- 
gation of the Waco Reservoir project in order to provide a water supply for the 
city of Waco, which is the largest metropolis in the Brazos Basin, and to pro- 
yide flood control, not only for this area, but for all of the area south of Ww aco. 
the second choice, if the Federal project is not authorized, is for the city of 
Waco to take the money that it would have contributed towards the Federal 
project and invest in a smaller dam which would provide sufficient domestic 
water supply only. 

The fact that the Corps of Engineers reports that the network of reservoirs 
above Waco, which includes the Waco Reservoir and Whitney, which is already 
completed, that 96.5 percent of the drainage area of the Brazos Basin would be 
controlled. It would certainly be a tremendous waste of time and money to alter 
the well-planned recommendations of the Corps of Engineers. 

The willingness of the Brazos River Authority to cooperate in this project and 
also assist in a financial way by purchasing additional conservation storage 
would also mean a substantial amount of money that would be contributed to- 
ward the construction of this project and save the Federal Government some 
additional money. The Corps of Engineers also point out that the benefits of 
this project are 42 percent greater than its cost. Under the present Govern- 
ment policies on such projects, with local cooperation and financial participa- 
tion, we Sincerely believe that we are justified in our request. 


EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT, 
AusTIN, TEx., May 7, 1954. 
Hon. RUSSELL MACK, 
Chairman, Flood Control Subcommittee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


DeaAR CONGRESSMAN Mack: On May 20, 1949, Hon. Beanford H. Jester, then 
Governor of the State of Texas, notified Chief of Engineers Office of his endorse- 
ment and approval of the report on the Brazos River and tributaries, Texas, 
Oyster Creek, Tex., and Jones Creek, Tex. 

In view of the fact that your subcommittee has expressed an interest in con- 
sidering the authorization of the Waco Reservoir on the Bosque River, I want 
ty express to you my personal appreciation for the careful study I know your 
committee will give to this important project for inclusion in your flood-control 
and public-works program. 

Texas is tremendously interested in flood control and water-supply problems 
and itis my understanding that the Waco Reservoir project will be a major factor 
in the completion of the Brazos Valley flood-control program and at the same 
tine be extremely helpful to farmers in the lower reaches of the Brazos Basin. 
It is my understanding that there are no suitable damsites below the project 
in question, due to the character of the terrain, as can be substantiated by the 
report of the Army engineers. 

Your favorable consideration of this project is urged. Incidental flood control 
ad water allocation phases of the project can be developed appropriately later. 

Very sincerely yours, 
ALLAN SHIVERS, Governor of Texas. 


Brazos RIVER AUTHORITY, 
Mineral Wells, Tex., May 5, 1954. 
1) the Honorable Mayor and the Honorable Board of Water Commissioners of 
the City of Waco, Tez.: 


GENTLEMEN: This letter is to convey to you the official endorsement by the 
bard of directors of Brazos River Authority of your efforts to obtain imme- 
diate authorization of the proposed dam on the Bosque River near Waco, as 
described by the Corps of Engineers of the Army in its recommendations set 
forth in House Document 535, 81st Congress, 2d session. 

As you know, Brazos River Authority is the agency of the State of Texas 
tharged with the prevention of floods and the development and conversion to 
neficial uses the storm, flood, unappropriated water of the entire Brazos 
River and its tributaries. For years the authority has recognized the neces- 
lity of, and has sought the aid of the United States engineers in accomplishing 
ese objectives. This particular dam is an integral part of the system of dams 
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recommended by the Army engineers and Brazos Authority to control and con- 
serve the waters of the Brazos River and its tributaries. It conforms exactly 
with the master plan of the authority and we doubt that its immediate Necessity 
can be overemphasized. : 

The Possum Kingdom Dam, constructed by the authority, and the Whitney 
and Belton Dams constructed by the Engineer Corps, are steps of the master 
plan which have already been completed and we have long felt that the Wacy 
Dam should be the next unit of the program to be undertaken. 

In addition to the flood control which would be afforded by this project, the 
water of the Bosque is of high quality and there is an urgent need for any 
water that will be stored at the project, surplus to the needs of the city of Waco, 
Therefore, the Brazos River Authority is willing and anxious to purchase, or 
acquire on mutually satisfactory terms, the conservation storage over and above 
the needs of the city of Waco, which will be made available by this reservoir. 

We, therefore, want to convey to you and to assure you of the wholehearted 
approval and support of Brazos River Authority in your efforts to obtain in. 
mediate and favorable action on this project. 

Yours very truly, 


R. D. CoLitns, 
Treasurer-General Manager. 


POINTS BROUGHT OUT IN AUTHORIZATION HEARING IN 1954 


1, Army engineers have held that the Waco Dam is the first in the series of 
six dams that should be built on the Brazos and its tributaries. 

2. There are no power facilities in the Waco Dam. 

3. By Waco securing its water supply from this reservoir and paying its pro 
rata share, the Government and local interests will get a cheaper, overall solution 
to their respective problems. 

4. Failure of Congress to authorize this project would force the city of Waco 
to build own facility which would cause the entire Brazos River Survey to be 
revised. 

5. In addition to the tremendous monetary damages in the last 50 years, about 
500 people have lost their lives because of floods. 

6. The second problem is one of water conservation. There is a shortage of 
water now. The shortage is growing with the development of the area. Engi- 
neers estimate 1 year in every 7 is a year of critical, short supply; and some of 
these short periods have run for as much as 4 years. 

7. Annual damages in the southern one-third of the basin in 1947 were estimated 
to be as high as $9,800,000 per year. 

8. The river in the vicinity of Waco has a bankful capacity of 65,000 cubic 
feet per second. There have been floods in this area of over 350,000 cubic feet 
per second. There have been floods from this complex of over 650,000 cubic feet 
per second. 

9. The Waco Reservoir will control 1,607 square miles of the Bosque River 
Basin, with a total storage of approximately 850,000 acre-feet. This reservoir 
would be at the head of the overall flooded area and would control water that 
would take effect all along the distance of the Brazos River. This dam would 
be approximately 420 water miles from the gulf. 

10. The Waco Dam is to be located immediately above the outskirts of the city 
of Waco and at a point where it will control the three tributaries of the Bosque 
that come in immediately above Waco. 

11. The engineers roughly estimate only because the details of design have not 
been developed that it appears the participation by the city of Waco would be in 
the neighborhood of $4 million to $5 million. 

12. There was more water that passed Camero, Tex., below Waco, on one 0 
the tributaries of the Brazos in one flood, at one time, than passed Kansas City 
at the time of the peak of the floods there. It was 630,000 second-feet, and | 
believe it was 615,000 at Kansas City. 

13. The Waco Dam is at the lowest point that we can bring a dam in order t 
control the water that comes past Waco. So, we control the maximum runoff by 
building the structure there. We give protection not only to the vast flood plai 
below, but to the city through which it passes, because the Bosque River flow’ 
into the Brazos just above the city of Waco. lt 

14. We are not asking the Federal Government to supply Waco with a munit 
pal water supply. We are not asking the Federal Government to provide for the 
cost of any storage for Waco’s water. We do think by putting our money in wit 
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the Federal Government that we can get more flood control and more water 
storage for Waco for the same amount of money. 

15. The Brazos River Authority approves of the Waco project. This is an 
agency of the State of Texas charged with the prevention of floods and the devel- 
opment of water conservation. 


Wepnespay, May 11, 1955. 
GouuF InrracoastaL WarerwAys CHANNEL, Vicrorta, TErx., 
[INTRACOASTAL CANAL, CoLorADo River SEAWALL, GALVESTON, TEx. 


WITNESSES 


HON. CLARK W. THOMPSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 


FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS 
THEODORE R. ROBINSON, COUNTY JUDGE, GALVESTON, TEX. 


Mr. Evins. We are glad to have with us, and will be glad to hear at 
this time our colleague from Texas, Hon. Clark W. Thompson. 

Mr. THompson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. For the record, my 
name is Clark W. Thompson, and I represent the Ninth Congressional 
District of Texas. 

The projects which I would like to discuss briefly are all within the 
listrict I represent. There are two on which I would like to file briefs 
because these are the Guadalupe River Channel to the city of Victoria. 

This Guadalupe River project is one we discussed with the Corps 
of Engineers, and it has been authorized since 1945. Planning money 
has been appropriated. Up to and including the present fiscal year. 
It is very much alive, in the opinion of the Army engineers, and is 
well up toward the top on the lst of their recommended projects. 

However, it is classified as a new project, and for that reason it has 
been deferred from time to time. 

[ would like to invite your attention to the fact that on the strength 
of the authorization of the project, there have been some very consid- 
erable invesments made along the outer channel; one by the DuPont 
Chemical Co. and the other by the Union Carbide Co. The latter is 
just now being completed. 

The Union Carbide is presently building their own channel, up close 
to navigable water, into their own plant, and 1% ts expected some day 
that it will be taken over by the Federal Government which, I think, 
isusual if we follow the precedent that has been established heretofore. 

The full story is told by Mr. Richard Furman, the executive vice 
president and general manager of the Chamber of Commerce of Vic- 
toria, Tex., and representing the Victoria area. I would like to file 
that with you, with my own recommendation that it be given active 
consideration. 

Mr. Evrns. The statement may be received for the record, Congress- 
nan Thompson. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


GULF INTRA-COASTAL WATERWAYS CHANNEL TO VICTORIA, TEx., 
By RICHARD FURMAN 
Texas history tells us that in 1840 the city council of Victoria was granted con- 
cressional authority to clear out the Guadaltipe River, including a raft a few 





558 


miles below, and collect tolls. The following spring the steamer Swan navigated 
the Guadalupe up to Victoria. Because of the hazard of navigation and the lack 
of traffic at that time, the project was a failure as a transportation medium. In 
1907, by authority of the Rivers and Harbors Act of March 2, 1907, the Federa| 
Government dredged a channel in San Antonio Bay 5 feet deep by 40 feet wide 
removed snags, log rafts and shoals between the mouth of the Guadalupe River 
and Victoria, a total length of 68 miles. The construction was completed ip 
1909, but the maintenance of the project was abandoned in 1916 due to the lack 
of traffic and high maintenance costs. By the approval of the Rivers and Har. 
bors Act of March 2, 1945, the existing project was modified to provide a channel 
9 feet deep by 100 feet wide from a connection with the Intra-Coastal Canal 
approximately 138 miles west of Galveston, Tex., along the east shore of San 
Antonio, Guadalupe, and Mission Bays and the Guadalupe River to a point 3 
miles above Victoria, Tex. About 1949, the proposed turning basin site was 
changed from its original site 3 miles above Victoria to a point about 3 miles 
below Victoria, saving the Federal Government 6 miles of dredging, the cost of 
construction and operation of two locks, and the cost of a diversion channel 
to the Guadalupe River, making the project a sea level canal. Local interests 
were relieved of the expense of 6 miles of rights-of-way, the cost of 2 bridges, and 
the necessity of requesting authority from the State Board of Water Engineers 
to divert water from the Guadalupe River to the canal for navigation purposes, 
It was felt that all available water should be saved for industry rather than for 
navigation. 

Early in 1947, two navigation districts, the West Side Calhoun County and the 
Victoria County Navigation Districts, through which the proposed canal will 
extend, were created; bonds were issued ; and navigation commissions established 
to handle the affairs of the districts. Since 1948 the Corps of Engineers have 
repeatedly requested construction funds for the project. The project report has 
been completed. 

This is the seventh consecutive year we have appeared before you in behalf 
of the Guadalupe River Channel to Victoria, Tex., which was officially made an 
integral part of the gulf intracoastal waterways by Public Law 527, 82d Congress, 
House Report 6812, approved July 12, 1952. In 1948 when we presented our 
brief and first formal request for construction funds with which to start the 
project, we told you that big industry was anxious to come into the Victoria area 
because of our strategic location in the heart of the new industrial frontier. Our 
section of the Texas gulf coast has an unlimited supply of natural gas, an ade- 
quate supply of water for industry, an unlimited supply of sand and gravel, a 
very favorable labor situation, and a climate which permits year-round operation. 

In 1949 the Du Pont Co. purchased some 1,700 acres of land on the proposed 
canal extension about 8 miles below the city of Victoria. In 1951 they completed 
a $50 million plant, where they are now employing 650 people and are making 
adiponitrile, an ingredient of nylon salts. This adiponitrile is shipped to their 
plant at Orange, Tex., made into nylon salts and shipped east to their plants, 
there to be made into nylon. 

In October 1952 the Carbide & Carbon Chemicals Co., a subsidiary of the Union 
Carbide Co., started a $75 million plant on 1,500 acres of land which they pur- 
chased on our proposed canal extension about 25 miles below Victoria. They 
started opertaing the first unit of their plant on August 1, 1954, and have some 
450 emnloyees. 

In October 1952 the Gifford-Hill-American Co. of Dallas, Tex., and California 
started construction on a plant at Victoria to manufacture high pressure con- 
crete nipe of various sizes. Mr. Ray Foley, president of the company, stated 
that the site at Victoria was selected primarily because of the ample supply of 
sand and gravel, industrial water, and the possibility of water transportation. 
Mr. Foley stated that the plant. when completed, will employ approximately 200 
men and that they expected to ship many thousands of tons by water transporta- 
tion up and down the Texas coast and to other points available to water ship- 
ments. 

These three important industries mentioned above selected the Victoria area 
because they needed water transportation and were convinced that the eanal 
project would be carried through to completion. These three plants have created 
new iohs for more than 1,300 people with a combined payroll of more than 
$10 million annually. 

Having full confidence in the merits of the project and believing that water 
transportation is of great importance to the industries located in our area, the 
navigation district has constructed the first 15 miles of the canal up to the Car- 
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pide & Carbon Chemicals plant with local funds. Revenue bonds in the amount 
of $1,300,000 were issued; contracts were let and construction will be completed 
by July 1, 1955. 

The Guadalupe River Channel to Victoria is not a new project, it is an integral 
part of and an important feeder channel to the gulf intracostal waterways, that 
great transportation link which has proved its value to the Nation in times of 
peace and war. The project is necessary and vital, not only to the economy of 
the area and our National Government, but also to the industries which have 
already located along its proposed route, and to those industries which need 
water transportation and which are anxious to settle in that area because of the 
abundance of available power, industrial water, natural gas, labor, climate and 
other advantages. 


Mr. THomrson. The next project I would like to discuss with you 
isthe Colorado River. This, like the Guadalupe, is a feeder channel 
to the intracoastal canal system. It would be from the mouth of the 
Colorado River to a point near Bay City, Texas., it is comparatively 
inexpensive; it would cost less than $1 million to complete it. 

Here, again, the local interests are proceeding as though appropri- 
ations are going to be made in each succeeding Congress. Refineries 
and various other industries are now being loc ated on what will 1 day 
be that channel. 

I believe I will leave that with you with that one comment on my 
part. 

These people, through good faith that the Congress will authorize 
the project, and I tell them year after year that, in time when the back- 
log of these already-started projects have been worn down, that theirs 
should be pretty close to top priority. 

[ ome to file a statement by the mayor of the city of Bay City, 
on behalf of the Colorado River. 

Mr. Evins. It will be received and certainly be given consideration. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 


Bay City CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Bay City, Tex., May 5, 1955. 
The CHAIRMAN, 
House Appropriations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 

My DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Due to unforeseen circumstances, I am forced to re- 
turn to Texas without being able to appear in person in behalf of our approved 
project of dredging a tributary channel from the intracoastal canal to the 17-mile 
post upstream on the Colorado River. 

I wish to state that one of the big obstacles in the past of dredging this chan- 
lel has been the need for a high-structure bridge over the Colorado River. I 

night state that all rights-of-way have been acquired for this road and bridge, 
that meetings have been held with the Army engineers and with the highway 
department, and that plans are going forward at this time to spend approxi- 
mately $2 million in the construction of the bridge and approaches over the 
(Colorado River. Several thousand dollars have been spent in engineering, ab- 
tracting, and plans for the acquiring of rights-of-way on the Colorado River. 

Recently, a large company has taken an option on a thousand acres on the 
‘olorado River, and two of their basic requirements were barge traffic and in- 
dustrial water. We were able to assure them of ample industrial water as well 
is natural gas, and also that we have the approved project at a very minimum 
wst of dredging the Colorado River to the 17-mile post. 

The multimillion dollar refinery now operating near the Colorado River has 
en completed and they are now finding it necessary to truck in, in large tank 
ticks, inflammable materials through the heart of the business and residential 
“tions of the city of Bay City—some 33 miles—to the intracoastal canal where 
heir product is loaded on its barges, and barged to eastern markets. 

With the completion of the Colorado River navigation project this hazard 
would be eliminated. Proper plans have been made for loading facilities on the 
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Colorado River by the refinery, and a high volume of tonnage will be made aygi). 
able for barge traffic. 

Recently, Halliburton Oil Supply Co. constructed a large district office in Bay 
City which will become the distribution center for their product for the miq. 
gulf coast. This company has gone on record in previous hearings pledging , 
quarter of a million tons of barge freight to be transported on the Colorado 
River when our approved project is completed. 

Since this project has been approved since 1938, and since the total cost of 
construction is less than $750,000, we feel that serious consideration should be 
given to the starting and completion of the first part of our construction pro. 
gram, that is, the 8 miles up to the present bridge which will serve as one of 
the best ports of refuge on the entire gulf coast at the nominal cost of only 
$250,000. 

Therefore, at this time, we are urging that an appropriation of $250,000 be ear. 
marked for the Colorado River approved project to be followed by the completed 
project when the new highway bridge is completed which will allow proper nayi- 
gation up to the 17-mile post or to the turning basin of the approved Colorado 
River development project. 

Sincerely, 
R. C. GUSMAN, 
Chairman, Colorado River Development Committee. 

Mr. THomrson. Gentlemen, I have with me the county judge of 
Galveston County who wants to file a brief and may have a short 
statement in behalf of the extension of the Galveston seawall. 

Mr. Chairman, this seawall is a little bit unusual—there is a 3. 
mile extension authorized by the Congress. The local participation 
is about 5 to 3, with the Government contributing five million. 

Some years ago, when final authorization was passed by the Congress 
we made a rather unusual request which was that the county be per- 
mitted to go ahead and spend its money. The bonds had been voted 
and sold and we wanted to proceed with our share of the construe- 
tion. Then after it was completed, we would take our chance on the 
Federal Government going ahead with it’s five-eighth share of the 
project. Our share is now completed. It has opened up a new sec- 
tion of the city; it has given protection where none was had before, 
and there has been a great deal of growth behind the new seawall. 

With your indulgence, I would like now for you to hear Judge 
Robinson. 

Mr. Evins. We will be glad to hear you, Judge Robinson. 

Mr. Rosinson. Mr. Chairman, for the record, my name is Theodore 

2 7 \ ‘ ry y 
R. Robinson. I am county Judge of Galveston County, Tex. You 
gentlemen have been very patient here today; you have had a trying 
time. I once thought I would like to be a Congressman, but after 
seeing what goes on, I think I will be satisfied to remain a county 
Judge. . 

I have prepared here, and I can furnish eight copies if you wish, 
rather full statement concerning this project, which I would like to 
file with the committee. 

Mr. Evins. It may be received. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 

GALVESTON, Tex., May 13, 1955. 
The COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

JENTLEMEN: On November 30, 1953, the United States completed another link 
in the fortification of the city of Galveston, Tex., against the ravages of the 
Gulf of Mexico. This further extension of the Galveston County, Tex., westend 
seawall was constructed entirely with funds contributed by Galveston County, 
Tex. This defense system began after Galveston’s first major storm on Septel- 
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yer 8, 1900, when this fine city was swept by hurricane winds accompanied by a 
foot tide that swept the city causing property damage reported to be over 
5 million and a loss of more than 6,000 lives; 2,600 homes were destroyed and 
wp to 300 feet of land was lost by erosion of the shore. The city had been prac- 
‘ically destroyed, but the citizens of Galveston fought back with the usual courage 
and deteymination that always prevails when our citizens are in peril. By July 
1904 a seawall 17,593 feet long had been constructed by Galveston County, Tex., 
extending from the inner end of the south jetty at Eighth Street and Avenue A, 
along Sixth Street to Broadway, and then along the gulf shore to 39th Street. 

While this seawall was being constructed, the United States Congress author- 
ed the construction of a seawall of similar design along the front of Fort 
Crockett Military Reservation. This reservation is located between 39th and 
“3d Streets beyond the end of the county wall as originally constructed. ‘The Fort 
Crockett seawall is 4,935 feet long and ties in 3 concrete gun emplacements on 
the reservation. It was constructed immediately following completion of the 
county wall at 39th Street, being started in December 1904 and completed in 
October 1905. 

The River and Harbor Acts of July 27, 1916, and September 22, 1922, author- 
ized the extension of the then existing county seawall along the gulf front of 
the city of Galveston, Tex., from its angle at Sixth Street and Broadway east- 
ward to the south jetty with protection at its junction with the south jetty, to 
provide protection to the outer end of Galveston Channel from the effects of tropi- 
cal cyclones. This seawall extension was completed in January 1926. The total 
length of this extension being 13,162 feet of which 3,362 feet was built with funds 
contributed by Galveston County, Tex. 

Galveston County also extended the seawall from the Fort Crockett Military 
Reservation at 53d Street to 61st Street, a distance of 2,800 feet, thus giving a 
continous seawall along the entire front of the city of Galveston. This exten- 
sion was completed in June 1927. 

The completion of this section brought the seawall to 61st Street. The total 
length of seawall constructed to that point is 38,490 feet, or 7.29 miles, of which 
23,735 feet was constructed by Galveston County, Tex. and 14,755 feet constructed 
by the United States. With the completion of the present southwesterly exten- 
sion of the seawall from 61st Street a distance of 5,540 feet, makes the total 
length now completed 44,030 feet or approximately 8% miles. 

From June 1927 to 1944, the city of Galveston, Tex., continued to grow west- 
ward. If this section was to grow, it was evident that additional seawall pro- 
tection would have to be given this area. With this in mind, and for the pro- 
tection of the lives and property of those living west of 61st Street, and in order 
that the city of Galveston, Tex., could continue to grow and expand, the county 
commissioners’ court initiated the further extension of the seawall in a south- 
westerly direction for a distance of 16,300 feet or a little over 3 miles. 

In this* effort; Galveston County solicited the suppert of the late Hon. J. J. 
Mansfield of Columbus, Tex., who was then our Representative in Congress. 
Congressman Mansfield was successful in securing the adoption of a resolution 
in Congress on November 20, 1945, which authorized the making of the neces- 
ary reports by the United States Corps of Engineers. 

By virtue of the authorization contained in this resolution, Col. D. W. Griffiths. 
United States district engineer, on January 8, 1946, held a public hearing in the 
ounty court room in the city of Galveston, Tex., to determine the improvements 
lesired by Galveston County and to afford all interested parties an opportunity 
lo express their views concerning the desired improvements. There were 70 per- 
ons present, including Congressman J. J. Mansfield, the mayor and board of com- 
nissioners of the city of Galveston, Tex., and the county judge and county com- 
nissioners of Galveston County, Tex., representatives of civie organizations and 
jusiness, property owners, and other interested persons. 

A request for a southwesterly extension of the then existing seawall for a 
listance of 16,300 feet was presented by the county judge, on behalf of the Galves- 
‘on County commissioners’ court and the people of this city. This request was 
‘ndorsed by official statements from the board of city commissioners and civic 
rganizations of the city, and was supported by a brief filed by Galveston County. 

After an extensive survey, which required about 18 months to complete, Col. 
D. W. Griffiths, United States district engineer at Galveston, made the follow- 
ing reconmamendations : 

“It is recommended that a project be authorized providing for extending the 
sting seawall in a southwesterly direction for a distance of approximately 





16,300 feet along the shore of the Gulf of Mexico, generally as described in this 
report, at an estimated total first cost for construction of $8,420,000, of which 
$5,550,000 (cost at present prices $8,070,000) is to be borne by the United States 
and $2,870,000 by the local interests, on the condition that local interests in addi- 
tion to contributing $2,870,000 toward the construction cost shall furnish assur. 
ances satisfactory to the Secretary of War that they will furnish free of cost to 
the United States all lands, easements, and rights-of-way necessary for the con- 
struction of the project. Hold and save the United States free from damages due 
to the construction of the project, and maintain all project works after comple- 
tion in accordance with regulations prescribed by the Secretary of War.” 

On August 23, 1947, an election was held by the Galveston County Commis- 
sioners’ court seeking authority to issue seawall bonds for the financing of the 
seawall extension project. This bond issue was approved by the voters of this 
county by a majority of about 4 to 1. 

On April 28, 1948, Col. Henry Hutchings, Jr., Division Engineer, of the United 
States Corps of Engineers, concurred with the district engineer in recommend- 
ing the 16,300 feet extension of the Galveston seawall. 

Galveston County was officially notified of these favorable recommendations 

of both the district and division engineers, and were afforded an opportunity to 
furnish additional information to the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors 
in Washington. We requested a formal hearing which was granted and a hear- 
ing date set in Washington on June 8, 1948. I personally appeared before this 
Soard in Washington accompanied by Congressman Clark W. Thompson and 
W. J. Aicklen, chairman of the seawall extension committee of the chamber of 
commerece of the city of Galveston, and others. We presented formal briefs and 
orally presented Galveston’s case to the Board. On the same date, the Board 
approved the reports of the district and division engineers and further recom- 
mended the construction by the United States of an extension of the existing 
Galveston seawall in a southwesterly direction for a distance of approximately 
16,300 feet along the shore of the Gulf of Mexico, generally in accordance with the 
plan of the district engineer, and at the cost indicated. 

On February 28, 1949, the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, after a 
review of the reports of the district, and division engineers and the report of the 
Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, approved the views and recom- 
mendations of the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors. On the same date 
the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, transmitted to the Secretary of 
the Army, the various reports above referred to. 

On March 1, 1949, Beauford H. Jester, Governor of Texas, approved the recom- 
mendations of the Chief of Engineers for the extension of the seawall at Gal- 
veston. 

On April 15, 1949, Kenneth C. Royall, Secretary of the Army, transmitted to 
the Speaker of the House of Representatives of the United States Congress the 
report from the Chief of Enigneers, United States Army, dated February 28, 1949. 

After 5 years of effort, Galveston County was finally successful in getting its 
request for the extension of the seawall before the United States Congress. 

In April 1949, I presonally appeared before a subcommittee of the Public Works 
Committee of the House of Representatives who was considering, for the Con- 
gress, an omnibus River and Harbors bill containing the seawall extension. In 
this hearing I was accompanied by Congressman Clark W. Thompson who ably 
assisted me at that hearing. 

The bill was reported out favorably and in 1950 was passed by both Houses 
of Congress and signed by the President. This act of Congress authorized the 
construction of a 3-mile southwest extension of the seawall at Galveston by the 
United States contingent upon Galveston County complying with the terms of 
said act. Shortly after this authorization by Congress the Korean war began, 
and a Presidential order was issued that funds would be allotted only for 
projects carrying military significance. This looked as if the seawall extension 
project after all this effort would be halted for the duration of the Korean war, 
but through the fine assistance and cooperation of Congressman Clark W. Thomp- 
son, who was able ot prevail upon President Truman to let us go ahead with 
our own money, we were able to continue our efforts to get construction under 
way. 

The seawall bonds which were voted by the people were sold and thus $3 mil- 
lion was raised for construction purposes. After the money was in hand it be- 
came doubtful that the commissioners’ court had legal authority to contribute 
to the United States the $2,870,000 as required under the act of Congress. To 
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surmount this legal obstacle Senator Jimmie Phillips, at the request of the 
commissioners’ court, introduced a bill in the Texas Legislature which was 
passed by both Houses of the Texas Legislature and signed by the Governor of 
Texas on April 12, 1951, authorizing us to make this contribution to the United 
States. 

On May 15, 1951, it was my personal privilege and honor to personally present 
to Col. Elsworth I. Davis, district engineer at Galveston, the county’s check for 

2 870,000 to comply with the act of Congress so construction of the seawall could 
begin. 

Bids were called for by the United States District Engineer at Galveston and 
the best bid submitted was by Trotti & Thomson of Beaumont who bid construc- 
tion of 5,151.5 feet of seawall. P 

Ground breaking ceremonies starting actual construction were held on Septem- 
ber 26, 1951, and construction of this section was completed on November 30, 1953. 

The construction of this last extension of the Galveston County westend sea- 
wall was by virtue of an act passed by the 81st Congress, 1st session in 1950, and 
may be found of record in House of Representatives document No. 173. Said 
House of Representatives document No. 173 being specifically referred to herein 
for all purposes and is made a part hereof the same as if copied herein in full. 

The act of Congress above referred to authorized the extension of the existing 
Galveston seawall in a southwesterly direction for a distance of approximately 
16,300 feet along the shore of the Gulf of Mexico for an estimated total first cost 
for construction of $8,420,000, of which $5,550,000 (cost at present prices 
$8,070,000) is to be borne by the United States and $2,870,000 by Galveston Coun- 
ty, Tex., on condition that Galveston County, Tex., in addition to contributing 
the $2,870,000 toward the construction cost would furnish assurances satisfactory 
to the Secretary of War that they will— 

“(a) Furnish free of cost to the United States all lands, easements, and 
rights-of-way necessary for the construction of the project. 

“(b) Hold and save the United States free from damages due to the 
construction of the project. 

“(e) Maintain all project works after completion in accordance with 
regulations prescribed by the Secretary of War.” 

Galveston County, Tex., has fully and completely complied with all of its obii- 
gations, including a contribution to the United States in the sum of $2,870,000 and 
has furnished to the Secretary of War all assurances as called for in said act 
of Congress. 

The citizens of Galveston County, Tex., feel that the United States has entered 
into a solemn contract with them to construct 16,300 feet of additional seawall 
as provided in said act of Congress and that having made their contribution of 
$2,870,000 in cash and having furnished all assurances requested of them by the 
Secretary of War and said extension being now partially completed, that the 
United States Congress is morally if not legally bound to comply with the terms 
of the act of Congress and to appropriate a sufficient sum of money to complete 
this project, which was estimated in said act of Congress to be approximately 
$5,550,000 (cost at present prices $8,070,000) . 

Wherefore, premises considered, Galveston County, Tex., prays that this hon- 
orable committee authorize an appropriation of $8,070,000 for the next fiscal year 
so that the Galveston westend seawall can be completed for a total distance of 
16,300 feet as authorized by the 81st Congress, Ist session. 

tespectfully submitted. 

TueEeopore R. RoBInson, 
County Judge, Galveston County, Tez. 


Mr. Rosrnson. Briefly, Galveston, as you probably know, is subject 
to severe West Indies hurricanes. We had a very severe hurricane in 
1900, and at a time when there was no seawall, when the city was 
practically destroyed ; 6,000 people died, and millions of dollars worth 
of property damages were suffered. 

At that time the city was unable to finance a seawall and the people 
of the county started on the construction of a seawall to protect the 
city. Later the Federal Government, in order to protect Fort San 
Jacinto built a wall to the east. 
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The Government picked wp again on the west of 39th Street. and 
went to 53d Street. Then the county picked it up at 53d Street and 
took it on to 61st Street. 

Then in 1950’ the Congress authorized the construction of an addi- 
tional extension of 16,300 feet. In that act they said to the people of 
Galveston that the Government will extend this wall 16,300 feet pro- 
vided Galveston County will contribute $2,807,000 in cash, and will 
furnish all of the necesary rights-of-way and assurances usually pro- 
vided for. 

In 1951, through the fine efforts of Congressman ‘Thompson, and due 
to the danger from storms at Galveston, we were permitted to go ahead 
with this part of the project. We say the county. Actually the con- 
struction of 1 mile of this seawall was entirely under the supervision 
of the United States Corps of Engineers, and I assume is a project of 
the Federal Government. That was completed in November 1953. 

In the act of Congress, the Corps of Engineers estimated the cost, 
the Government’s cost, at $5,550,000, or a ratio of approximately 6) 
to 35. However, before leaving Galveston, the district engineer asked 
me to advise this committee that the cost of construction and comple- 
tion of this seawall has increased from $5,550,000 to $8,070,000, so from 
an economical standpoint it would appear advisable to complete the 
project as soon as possible. 

Mr. Evins. Gentlemen, we thank you very much for your testimony. 


Wepnespay, May 11, 1955. 


Corpus Curistt BAscuLte Brinck REPLACEMENT AND TULE LAKE 
CHANNEL EXTENSION 


WITNESSES 


HON. JOHN BELL, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF TEXAS 

DALE MILLER, REPRESENTATIVE OF PORT OF CORPUS CHRISTI 

FARRELL SMITH, MAYOR OF CORPUS CHRISTI 

W. J. ROBERTS, CITY COMMISSIONER 

W. W. ANDERSON, CITY PLANNING DIRECTOR 

DUANE ORR, DISTRICT ENGINEER, NUECES COUNTY NAVIGATION 
DISTRICT 

JOHN YOUNG, COUNTY JUDGE, NUECES COUNTY 

HORACE CALDWELL, COUNTY COMMISSIONER 

JOHN J. SABLATURA, COUNTY COMMISSIONER 

WILLIAM E. McKINZIE, COUNTY COMMISSIONER 

BEN BENNETT, COUNTY COMMISSIONER 

J. C. HARRIS, ASSISTANT COUNTY ENGINEER 


Mr. Evins. You made a statement this morning and you are back 
again this afternoon, Mr. Miller. 

Mr. Mirirr. That is right. 

My name is Dale Miller, a representative of the port of Corpus 
Christi. 

I would like to make just a brief introductory statement and present 
the witnesses who will testify. 
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We are here in support of two projects, construction funds for both 
of which are recommended by the Bureau of the Budget. 

One of them is the Tule Lake extension of the Port Aransas-Corpus 
Christi Waterway. It involves construction funds to continue work 
on a project already underway by virtue of construction funds made 
available by Congress last year. That testimony will require only ¢ 
brief time and we will reach that at the conclusion of our testimony 
on the major project, the removal and relocation of the bridge at the 
entrance to the port of Corpus Christi. 

Mr. Chairman, I will present those members of our county and city 
government who are here who will not testify. I will simply ask 
them to raise their hands as I call their names so that they may be 
identified. 

Mr. Mrtter. Mr. Chairman, I would like to offer for the record these 
briefs which have been placed in front of you. Much of them con- 
sists of photographs and maps which may not be appropriate for 
inclusion in the record. 

Mr. Evins. These will be received for consideration of the commit- 
tee and we will determine whether they will be incorporated in the 
public report or not. 

Mr. Miuier. We are glad to leave to the judgment of the committee 
what portions should be included in the record. 

I would like to present to you now, with your permission, the Mayor 
of Corpus Christi, the Honorable Farrell Smith. 

Mr. Smirn. Thank you, Mr. Miller. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, as Mr. Miller has 
said, my name is Farrell Smith and I am the mayor of the city of 
Corpus Christi, Tex. The other members of the city here who are 
with me, Mr. Roberts, city commissioner, and Mr. Anderson, our plan- 
ning director and planning engineer, have been introduced. 

We have come here to show you the facts which we think justify 
and support our request of you to appropriate funds for the Federal] 
(overnment’s share of the cost of relocating and replacing our bascule 
bridge at the entrance to the port of Corpus Christi. 

The present bridge is a serious obstruction to the entrance to the 
port and constitutes an unreasonable danger and hazard to navigation 
and threatens the economy of our community. It was built by local 
interests 29 years ago, in 1926, when Corpus Christi was a city of about 
25,000 people. 

Since that time Corpus Christi has grown to where it is now a city 
of 160,000. It is increasing its population, doubling it almost every 
10 years, and has for the past 4 decades. 

Since that time oil production has been brought in. Within an area 
of 100 miles of Corpus Christi one-twelfth of the Nation’s oil reserves 
exist. We have now the Naval Air Station, which is the Nation’s 
largest naval training command. In addition to that, we have numer- 
ous refineries, 12 or 15 of the largest refineries, and many industries. 

All the ships that come into our port go under and through the 
bascule bridge. A large part of our rail transportation comes over 
it, and all of the vehicular traffic, automobiles and the like, and buses, 
that go from North Beach, the north end of our city, to the city proper, 
have to cross over it. 
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Every time that a ship comes through—and there are 13,000 vegse| 
movements a year—the drawbridge is raised up. There are around 
20,000 to 22,000 cars a day going over the bridge and they have t 
stop and wait for the ships to come through and wait for them to lower 
the bridge. It is at the point where it has stopped all our traffic 
through there over and over again. 

In addition to that, it is very narrow. It is about 90 feet wide 
from fender to fender. 

Your typical tankers and oceangoing vessels of today cannot come 
in there. The Government has tripled the size of our port with 
appropriations in effect now. We will need this obstruction to navi- 
gation removed. That is why we are here to give you the facts sup. 
porting our request. 

There are 4 or 5 things that I would like to point out. 

The first is that all of the responsible interests in the area, and in 
Corpus Christi, are of a single mind. We are all unified in our plan. 
We have developed a plan which solves the problem adequately and 
economically. The plan was developed by our engineers with the 
help of more than 100 citizens. The Army Corps of Engineers, the 
State highway department, the navigation district, the county com- 
missioners court, the city, and the area development committee have 
all agreed, and by resolution shown in these booklets endorsed this 
single plan. 

Mr. Evins. How many accidents have you had on this narrow 
bridge in the past 5 years? 

Mr. Smirn. Sir, there have been numerous ones. They are listed 
to the dollar amount of damage. There have been several major 
accidents. 

Mr. Evrns. Can you give us in round figures the approximate 
damage ? 

Mr. Miter. I think that Mr. Orr will cover that in his testimony. 

Mr. Smirn. It is so narrow that ships run into it constantly. 

Mr. Evins. This is a case of a city bursting forth at the seams and 
outgrowing itself, and you have an outmoded bridge into the city! 

Mr. Smiru. Exactly, sir. 

Mr. Evins. How many hours a day would you say that bridge is 
open and how long is the vehicular traffic held up in the course 
of 24 hours? 

Mr. Orr. Four and a half hours out of every 24. 

Mr. Smirn. There is a great urgency on this, too, as you can see 
from the facts. It is a part of a 25-year area-development plan 
worked out with land use and the thoroughfares with the State high- 
way department. It isa very well worked out plan. It has had many 
engineering minds and many other good minds working it out. Out 
of the $70 million bridge and express-highway program that we will 
spend and develop in th next 10 years, $25 million of it relates to this 
bridge removal. We are asking the Federal Government to absorb 
16 percent of it under the Truman-Hobbs Act, that is $4,085,000. The 
rest of the $25 million, relating to the bascule bridge, will be paid 
for by local interests. 

This year the President in the budget for the first year’s work has 
recommended $1,500,000. That is about the very minimum we could 
get by with in the first year, but we could adequately and satisfactorily 
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and effectively use up to $3,200,000 during the first year and effect 
a much earlier completion date on it if this committee can see fit to 
recommend more than $1,500,000. 

I thank you. 

Mr. Mitier. Thank you, Mr. Mayor. 

Mr. Chairman, if I may now, I will introduce Mr. Orr, the district 
engineer for Nueces County Navigation District. 

Mr. Orr. Thank you, Mr. Miller. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, if some of you are looking at that 
blue brief, you will notice the cars backed up on the other side. It is 
a little hard to see. It does show the congestion. In other words, 
every time the bridge goes up the cars are backed up on either side 
for at least half a mile. If you catch a long delay, it will be for an 
even greater distance than that. 

One of the things that makes the situation extremely bad is that 
the peak movement of vessels is also the peak hours for the vehicular 
traffic. It makes an even more serious situation than just the pure 
figures would indicate. 

But the bascule bridge, as the mayor pointed out, was constructed 
in 1926. However, it was not long before local interests saw that 
the bridge would be inadequate for future marine traffic in a rapidly 
growing port. 

Numerous plans have been proposed, each of which would solve 
some phase of the bascule-bridge-bottleneck problem. But it was not 
until 1950 that the area development committee was created as an 
agency of the chamber of commerce to prepare a comprehensive plan 
for solving the bascule-bridge-bottleneck problem. This problem is 
particularly complicated because there are three forms of transporta- 
tion intersecting at a common point; that is, the waterways, the high- 
ways, and the railways. 

Also, there are numerous agencies involved in the solution of it, 
which again complicates the problem. These agencies include the 
Corps of Engineers, the city of Corpus Christi, Nueces County, the 
Nueces County Navigation District, the Southern Pacific Railroad, 
the Missouri Pacific Railroad, the Texas-Mexican Railroad, and the 
Corpus Christi Railroad, all of which have a part in the satisfactory 
solution to all which must be arrived at by local interests. 

This has been accomplished. In 1951 the area development com- 
mittee presented its comprehensive plan for solving the bascule bridge 
bottleneck problem. | 
_On December 10, 1952, the Corps of Engineers held a hear- 
ing at Corpus Christi to determine if the bridge was a hazard 
and an obstruction to navigation. Testimony was presented at that 
time to show that the bridge was a hazard to navigation, and that it 
was adversely affecting the growth of the port, and the community. 

At the hearing the city of Corpus Christi presented the plan which 
had been prepared by the area development committee for solving the 
bascule bridge problem. This plan, as the mayor has stated pre- 
viously, had ben adopted by all of the local public agencies as well as 
other local civic groups. 

Before explaining the plan, I have a few briefs statements which I 
would like to point out on a map, here, which I believe will familiarize 
you with the location of the project. 
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The Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway is located on the Texas 
gulf coast about two-thirds of the way down the coast between the 
‘Texas-Mexican border, and the Texas-Louisiana border. 

The Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway is the waterway sery. 
ing the port of Corpus Christi. The channel into Port Aransas js 
shown from Port Aransas into Corpus Christi, in purple on this 
map. The main turning basin and the existing deep waterway js 
shown in blue. 

The bascule bridge is very noticeable, but the fact that the waterway 
has a low cut into there before you reach the main harbor is impor. 
tant. Next, we have the industrial canal here, going up to the Avery 
Turning Basin, and then beyond there, in green, is shown the Tule 
Lake extension, which we will discuss a little bit later. 

However, I wanted to show you that all of the projects are related 
there. 

The solution of this problem can be summarized in four steps: 

No. 1, the construction of a high-level bridge near the present 
bascule bridge, and the harbor entrance, for vehicular traffic. This 
bridge will provide a connection to the industrial area on the north, 
to the major highways leading to the north and east, from Corpus 
Christi, and in the plan it was proposed that this bridge would have 
a 140-foot vertical clearance, and sufficient horizontal width to per- 
mit the largest vessels to enter and leave the port in utmost safety. 
Also, it was arranged so that the channel entrance to the harbor 
could be realined as shown in green there, to remove the dog leg, 
and to be widened to 400 feet, in conformity with the authorized 
project across the bay. 

The second phase of the project is the construction of the uppei 
harbor bridge under the Tule Lake project. That is about 4 miles 
inland from the present bascule bridge. 

This bridge is to be constructed under the Truman-Hobbs Act, 
and is to be a combination rail and highway vertical-lift bridge, 
with a horizontal clearance of 300 feet between fenders, and 14) 
feet vertical clearance above mean high tide in the open position. 

The present bascule bridge carries 2 lanes of highway traffic and 
1 railroad track. 

Mr. Evins. In other words, you plan to construct two bridges? 

Mr. Orr. That is right; we will construct 2 bridges instead of 1. 

Mr. Evins. You will construct one bridge at the present location 
and a new one farther on down 4 

Mr. Orr. That is right. 

May I point out that the high-level vehicular bridge at the mouth 
of the harbor is to be constructed by local interests at no direct 
Federal expense. ‘The only project for which we are asking Federal 
funds is the Truman-Hobbs bridge located at this point. 

There is shown in the brief a sketch of the bridge at the upper 
harbor crossing. 

Mr. Evins. Has there been any contribution by the railroads or 
others in connection with the bridge ? 

Mr. Orr. The contributions will be borne by local interests under 
a previous agreement with the railroads which was made back in 
1922. 

The railroads will contribute in the matter of betterments, but 
under the contract the local interests were responsible for relocations. 
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The plan, in addition to construction of the bridge, proposes the 
onstruction of certain railroad tracks shown in red, the yards over 
on the north side, here, the connecting track around to the railroad 
on the south side, and connection across town to the railroad to the 
south. 

This will permit the elimination of numerous railroad tracks on 
city streets, and will also offer better rail service to the port, and the 
adjacent industrial area. ; 

The railroad relocation is a part of the Truman-Hobbs project for 
the bridge. 

Upon completion of the high-level bridge, and the left bridge, the 
next step in the project will be the actual removal of the present 
hascule bridge. This cannot be accomplished, of course, until means 
are provided to take care of the rail and highway traffic. 

Upon the removal of the present bascule bridge, it will be possible 
then to go ahead and dredge the realined channel, as shown in green 
on the map there, which will provide adequate waterway for the 
modern vessels to enter. 

Mr. Evins. You have an interesting plan, and you have shown lots 
of vision in the work which has gone into this planning. 

Mr. Orr. Well, there has been a committee of citizens and members 
of the county commissioners court, the city government, and naviga- 
tion commission, which have all worked together very closely in try- 
ing to arrive at what they call a 25-year comprehensive plan, so that 
they would not be faced with the problem with which we are now 
faced. 

Following the hearing on December 10, 1952, the Secretary of the 
{rmy found that the bridge was an unreasonable obstruction to navi- 
gation, and that it should be removed, and at the same time of his 
finding, he made known to the Corps of Engineers on what basis he 
would negotiate a contract for removal and replacement of the bridge. 

The Corps of Engineers favored the plan of the city, which it had 
presented for relocation of the bridge, and they proceeded on the 
basis that that was the plan. 

However, the Corps of Engineers indicated to the city that they 
would participate only to the extent of the Federal Government’s 
obligation under the construction of a hypothetical bridge. 

In other words, the hypothetical bridge would be another bridge 
constructed adjacent to the present bascule bridge, which would be 
adequate for navigation. 

The Federal Government’s contribution would be limited to the 
cost of that structure, and any additional cost would have to be borne 
by local interests. 

The city agreed to this stipulation, and a contract has been signed 
with the Secretary of the Army, acting for the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

The cost of this relocation project is estimated at $5.9 million, of 
which the Federal Government’s share would be $4,085,000, but the 
right of way for the high-level bridge and the construction of the 
high-level bridge, as well as the road and railroad connections, on 
either end of both bridges, bring the total cost of these projects to 
$25,017,000, of which, as the mayor pointed out, the Federal partici- 
pation represents 16 percent. 
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Mr. Evins. Mr. Orr, your plans are more elaborate now than orig. 
inally intended, or submitted, and I want to ask you the question as 
to whether all of these plans have been agreed wpon, and whether oy 
not they are firm, and whether everyone is in agreement on them. 

Mr. Orr. Yes, sir. 

The majority of the people are in agreement and I am sure that 
the county judge, who will follow me, can express from the standpoini 
of the voters what their sentiment is in regard to the plan. 

I will leave that to him, with your permission. 

The local governments, of course, are extremely anxious for thes 
projects to go forward. 

Mr. Evins. How much longer is your statement ? 

Mr. Orr. Just about 2 minutes. 

Local governmental bodies are extremely anxious that removal of 
this obstructive bridge be expedited since it vitally affects the port, 
the Nation, and the community. 

Operations of the principal industries located behind the bridge are 
being adversely affected because of higher transportation costs due to 
the bridge which prevents the larger and more economical tankers 
from loading at the port of Corpus Christi. 

In that connection, we respectfully urge that the $1.5 million ree. 
ommended by the Bureau of the Budget be appropriated to begin 
work on this project, during the next fiscal year, und if you gentlemen 
should see fit, as the mayor pointed out, since local funds are already 
available, to appropriate a larger sum, we can use additional Federal 
funds advantageously to rush completion of this project. 

Mr. Evrns. Thank you, Mr. Orr. 

Mr. Miter. Mr. Chairman, we would like to hear from our count) 
judge at this time, Judge Young. 

Mr. Hanp. Before we proceed with the testimony of Judge Young, 
I would like to ask one question : 

The total overall cost to the Federal Government is the figure which 
you mentioned of $4 million ? 

Mr. Orr. $4,085,000. 

Mr. Hann. That is the total Federal obligation ? 

Mr. Orr. That is right. 

Mr. Evins. Judge Young, you may proceed. 

Mr. Younes. I am John Young, county judge of Nueces County. 

We, of course, are tremendously interested in this program, as evi- 
denced by the fact that the entire court has come up here to see you 
about it. 

You asked a question a moment ago about how this plan was being 
received down in Nueces County, and of course, naturally, you 4!) 
know what we are doing about the project down there, since we are 
up here asking you to help us. 

The county commissioners court submitted to the people of Nueces 
County the largest bond issue ever submitted in the history of the 
county, in order to correct this bascule bridge bottleneck problem. a: 
it is unpopularly known down there. 

In that bond issue election, Mr. Chairman, more than 33 percent of 
the entire qualified voters turned out and voted, which was unprece- 
dented in that area, and approved the bond issue by more than 
percent of the people voting; in other words, almost 12 to 1. 
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In the area to the west of the city of Corpus Christi, which is actually 
the area which will be directly affected, so to speak, in that these 
improvements will be located in that area, I asked the county clerk 
down there to certify for me a list of returns; and bear in mind, sir, 
that the navigation district bond issue of $750,000 was simply and 

urely for this program, and nothing else was involved in it at all. 

Those returns were certified, and I asked the clerk to place an asterisk 
peside the polling place, and I would like to read the results of that 
certificate : 

For, 100; against, 9. 

Another box: For, 99; against, 9. 

Another box: For, 171; against, 24. 

Another box: For, 314, against, 9; or some 35 to 1 on that last box. 

Mr. Evins. Has your vote for Congressman John Bell down there 
been in that some proportion ¢ 

Judge Youne. We voted pretty heavily down there for him, Mr. 
Chairman. 

The bond issue carried by an overwhelming majority. 

We have every reason to believe that every responsible person in 
that county is for it. 

As to what we are doing down there: I know my time is up. Gentle- 
men, We are progressing with this program, and we are actually in 
ihe process of acquiring the rights-of-way for this vehicular bridge 
which will replace the old bascule bridge, and all we need now is the 
assistance of the Federal Government, and we will have this thing 
rolling in short time. 

Mr. Evins. Judge, you have made a good statement. 

Judge Youne. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Minter. Mr. Chairman, that will conclude the testimony on this 
particular project. 

In a moment, Mr. Orr will speak briefly on the other project, the 
Tule Lake extension, but first 1 would like to ask our Congressman, 
Congressman Bell, to make a few remarks. 

Mr. Evins. We shall call on Congressman Bell, and I think it is 
appropriate that we do it at this time, before we proceed to the other 
project. We are very fond of Congressman Bell up here, and we 
would be glad to hear any statement which he cares to make at this 
time. 

Mr. Bern. Mr. Chairman, I shall make a very short statement. 

These projects were in my platform down there, and I sure want to 
carry it out. They are really needed, and are really necessary down 
there. I have observed the situation myself, and we have all of the 
engineering data here. If you can go further in the Federal contribu- 
tion than the recommendation of the Bureau of the Budget, I would 
appreciate it, of course, and I think we can get the, job done. 

All of the local money is available, and we are ready to go on it. 

Thank you very much. 

_Mr. Murray. Gentlemen, I notice in your brief that the city of 
Corpus Christi’s portion of this project is dependent on an election 
tobe held May 21, 1955; is that correct ? 

Judge Youne.. Yes, sir; that is right. 

Mr. Mvrray. What would be the obligation of the city, or how 
would the city raise its funds in the event of an unfavorable reception 
vy the voters of the city on the bond issue ? 
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Judge Youne. Sir, that is not going to happen, but if it should hap. 
pen, the funds would be made up somewhere else to the extent of abou 
$700,000, and I will tell you that right now. 

We would not let that project fail for the lack of $700,000. 

Mr. Anperson. Actually, we already have the funds. We had , 
bond issue to the extent of about $22 million a year ago last February, 
and in that bond issue we had some $800,000 voted for rights-of-way 
for highways, at not specified locations. Of course, we want this bond 
issue to pass, and to build this project with bonds voted for that pur. 
pose, but if not, we already have the money. 

Mr. Murray. Can the city legally bind itself for the payment o/ 
those bonds under your law, if the election result on the bond issue for 
the particular project was adverse ? 

Mr. Anpverson. That is a question which our attorneys will have 
to answer. 

Mr. Smrrn. I have asked our legal departments that question, and 
it has been answered affirmatively that we can, because these were un- 
designated rights-of-way funds. 

Mr. Anperson. Actually, the position of the city on this would be 
for rights-of-way, anyway, and the work shown in the upper connee- 
tion, and that red line across there, is the part which the city would 
have to do, anyway. 

Mr. Murray. I would appreciate receiving the returns of that ele- 
tion, if they can be made available within the next week or so. 

Mr. Smirn. Yes, sir; they can be. 

Mr. Murray. I do not know if the committee cares for that infor- 
mation, but I would appreciate it for my own interest. 

Mr. Orr. We shall os glad to furnish that information to the com- 
mittee. 

Mr. Smiru. The counterpart of this by the county and the naviga- 
tion'district was held on March 17, 

Mr. Murray. I understood that from the record. 

Mr. Situ. Yes, sir; and it passed by a margin of 12 to 1, and we 
are not expecting any difficulty with this. 

Mr. Murray. I would imagine so. 

Judge Youne. Would you like copies of those results? I hav 
those here if you would be interested in them. 

Mr. Murray. I would like to see them. 

Mr. Mitier. We had planned, Mr. Murray, to submit to the com: 
mittee that information as to the May 21 bond election, the moment 
that it passed. 

(Discussion off the record.) 


Toute LAKE CHANNEL ExTENSION 


Mr. Evins. We shall now hear from those of you who will make the 
presentation in regard to the Tule Lake channel extension. 

Mr. Mixer. The Tule Lake extension of Port Aransas-Corpus 
Christi Waterway is the next project, and Mr. Orr will present that, 
briefly. 

I think it would be helpful if we got out the map again. 

Mr. Evins. You may proceed, Mr. Orr. 








ip 
ut 


La 
ry, 


yay 
nd 
ur: 
for 


ave 


and 
un- 


1 be 
nec- 
uld 


lec- 


for- 
om 


iga- 


1 we 


have 


Col: 
melt 


e the 


pus 


that, 





-—<« 


a73 


Mr. Orr. Mr. Chairman, I am district engineer for the Nueces 
County Navigation District, which is the public body in the county 
charged with the responsibility of waterway projects. | 

The project on which we are here today is shown in green on this 
map here, extending from Avery Point turning basin to the Tule Lake 
turning basin, a distance of about 4.5 miles. 

This includes the turning basin at the upper end. 

This project has been authorized for a number of years. However, 
for one reason or another, the Federal Government did not make an 
initial appropriation until last year. 

The first appropriation on this project of $400,000 was made last 
vear. Since that time, the Corps of Engineers has let a continuing 
contract which, if additional funds are voted this year, will be used 
by the Corps of Engineers in continuing this contract until the sum 
of last year’s appropriation, plus this year’s appropriation, is spent 
there. 

As I mentioned before, there was $400,000 appropriated last year, 
and the Bureau of the Budget has recommended $600,000 this year 
with which to continue the project. The sum of $1 million will, under 
the present bids, carry the project up to this vicinity [indicating]. 

It will require an additional appropriation the following year to 
finish a short stretch of the channel and the turning basin at the upper 
end of the project. 

This will be a 34-foot depth project, by 200 feet bottom width. 

The project is vitally needed, and you will notice on the map there 
the numerous industries which have located on the channel, and others 
are planning to locate there, as soon as the project is a little further 
along. 

We feel that it is amply justified. and that you gentlemen should 
continue this appropriation for another year so that the project may 
be continued; and within a year or a year and a half from now we 
can see it completed, and placed in operation, as an extension of the 
important Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway. 

Ba Evins. What is the name of this river which is marked in 
blue? 

Mr. Orr. That is the Nueces River. We have a request before the 
Corps of Engineers now for an extension into that area there. That 
isa laree area. 

Mr. Evins. It is planned to extend it on down to the river, then? 

Mr. Orr. That is right; we would extend on into that industrial 
area, there. This [indicating] is a large refinery, and a large tank 
farm is already located there. In fact, the largest refinery in the area 
is located at the upper end of the waterway. 

Mr. Chairman, we would like to offer for the record our prepared 
statement on this project at this time. 

Mr. Evins. Without objection, the statement will be incorporated 
into the record at this point. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT oF DUANE OrR. District ENGINEER, Nueces County NAVIGATION 
District No. 1, Corpus Curisti, TEx. 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the subcommittee, my name is Duane Orr and 
I am district engineer for Nueces Countv Navigation District No. 1, in whose 
district the Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway is located. I appear before 
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you today in support of the Bureau of Budget’s recommendation that $600,099 
be appropriated this year to continue dredging the important Tule Lake Channe} 
extension of the Port Aransas-Corpus Christi’ Waterway. 

During the last session, Congress appropriated $400,000 to commence dredging 
of the channel extension. Since then, the Corps of Engineers have awarded 
a continuing contract for dredging all of the channel within the limits of the 
project, but not the Tule Lake turning basin. Payment for the work performed 
under the present contract will be made from funds already appropriated, and 
from funds which may be appropriated by Congress during this session. 

The $400,000 previously appropriated is sufficient to continue the work until 
the end of the present fiscal year. However, the additional $600,000 requested 
will be needed early in the next fiscal year to keep the contractor at work. 


AVAILABILITY OF SITES ON DEEP WATER 


Completion of this project is urgently needed to provide additional sites on 
deep water for further industrial expansion in the Corpus Christi area. It wil} 
be noted from the aerial photograph of the present harbor, on the preceding page, 
that most of the available frontage on deep water is already occupied by docks, 
Even this recent photograph does not give the full story, because plans are now 
being prepared for 6 additional docks on the undeveloped frontage, 5 of which 
are scheduled to be constructed during the next 12 months. Upon completion of 
these docks, 86 percent of the available deep-water frontage within the main 
harbor will be occupied by docks. The remaining frontage will provide space for 
only 3 deep-sea docks and 2 barge docks. All of these locations, except one, 
are not desirable sites. The more desirable sites are on the authorized Tule 
Lake Channel extension, 


AUTHORIZATION OF THE CHANNEL EXTENSION 


The Tule Lake Channel extension has been authorized for several years, but 
because of various restrictions Congress never appropriated any funds for its 
construction until last year. The project was originally authorized by Congress 
in 1988 (H. Doe. 574, 75th Cong., 3d sess.) as a 32- by 150-foot project. How- 
ever, the project was later modified by increasing the authorized bottom width 
to 200 feet and the depth to 34 feet (H. Doc. 544, 78th Cong., 2d sess.). In 1&8 
the project depth was increased to 36 feet to correspond with the authorized depth 
of the other sections of the Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway (H. Doc. 560, 
80th Cong., 2d sess.). 


EXISTING BARGE CANAL ON THE AUTHORIZED CHANNEL ALINEMENT 


In 1948, as an inducement for Corn Products Refining Co. to locate at Corpus 
Christi, the navigation district dredged an 18- by 100-foot barge channed 34 
miles long along the alinement of the authorized Tule Lake Channel extension 
to the Corn Products plant. This barge canal, which was dredged at a total cost 
of $332,484.12, now has 4 docks, serving 4 different companies, located on it. 


EXISTING DOCKS AND FACILITIES ON THE AUTHORIZED CHANNEL 


The dock of American Smelting & Refining Co., located on the south side of 
the canal, is used to load barges with sulphuric acid. Public Oil Dock No. 6, 
which is owned by the navigation district, is used by Corpus Christi Refining 
Co. to load and unload petroleum and petroleum products. A third slip and dock 
has recently been constructed by Heldenfels Bros., local material dealers, and is 
used to unload mud shell for the companies hot mix asphalt plant. 

Consolidated Shipyard Co., Inc., have completed the construction of the first 
unit of a shipyard located on the north side of the channel. This company is 
engaged in building and repairing tugs and barges and other marine equipment. 
and it has plans to enlarge it’s operation.to. include voyage. repair on deep sea 
vessels as soon as the deep water chunnel is completed past their yard 

A fifth company, Magnet Cove Barium Corp., has leased a site on the north 
side of the Tule Lake Channel extension and is developing it for processing and 
storing drilling mud used in offshore drilling operations. A slip for the dock 
has been dredged and it is anticipated that the dock will be constructed within 
the next 6 months. Several other industrial plants are located along the pre- 
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posed channel, but these companies as yet have not built docks. (See Exhibit 8, 
Industrial District Map, Port of Corpus Christi, M—2-2 (19).) 


INDUSTRIES LOCATED ALONG THE AUTHORIZED CHANNEL 


Corn Products Refining Co. plant is one of the companies which is located on 
the authorized Tule Lake Channel extension that does not have a dock. The 
plant was located at Corpus Christi because of the abundance of milo maize 
grown within a radius of 75 miles of Corpus Christi, and the need for a plant 
on tidewater to manufacture food products for exporting to England. It is 
estimated that savings in transportation costs in excess of $50,000 annually will 
be realized on export tonnage alone when the deep water channel is completed 
past the plant, thus permitting the products to move directly to shipside by 
conveyors after packaging, instead of first being stored at the plant, later loaded 
into boxcars, switched to the public docks, and unloaded onto the docks. 

A survey made by officials of the company indicated that over 31,200 tons of 
products, principally gluten, can be shipped by coastwise vessels from Corpus 
Christi and distributed on the eastern seaboard in competition with companies 
located in the East, provided deepwater transportation is available at the plant 
side. The moving of 31,200 tons per year directly from the plant by ship repre- 
sents an additional annual saving in transportation costs of $88,233 over moving 
the same tonnage by rail to the present public docks and loading the cargo aboard 
vessels there. 

The Corpus Christi Refining Co.’s refinery is located on the authorized project 
2 miles west of the Avery Point turning basin. This refinery is capable of process- 
ing 8,700 barrels of crude per day, or 415,000 tons annually. Officials of the 
company have estimated that 100,000 tons will move by barge and 115,000 tons by 
tanker annually. The annual saving in transportation costs on 115,000 tons loaded 
aboard tanker at a dock 800 feet from the plant, as compared to pumping the 
products 2% miles to deep water, is estimated at $38,330. 

The American Smelting & Refining Co. plant is also located on the proposed 
deepwater channel about 21%4 miles west of the Avery Point Basin. This plant 
produces zine by the electrolysis process with sulfuric acid as the major byprod- 
uct. The original plant roasts 91,000 short tons of ore annually, and produces 
42,000 short tons of zinc and 67,200 tons of sulfuric acid. An expansion program 
was completed last year which increased the zinc production by 24,000 short tons 
annually, and, if necessary, the new plant can be expanded within a short time, 
and the zine production increased another 24,000 tons annually. 

The plant was originally designed to process ore received from Newfoundland, 
but the menace of submarines in the Atlantic prevented the company from carry- 
ing out this plan. However, to produce the zinc vitally needed in the war effort, 
the company switched to the use of ores received by rail from the Republic of 
Mexico, and the company has continued to use Mexican ores until recently. The 
plant is now beginning to receive ores by ship from foreign countries. The com- 
pany is receiving ores through the port of Corpus Christi for the Amarillo and 
Fl Paso plants in addition to the local plant. It is too early to predict the even- 
tual outcome of this foreign import program, however, it is reasonable to expect 
that with a deepwater channel alongside the property, the company will give 
serious consideration to constructing its own ore unloading dock. 

Columbia Southern Corp. owns a large tract of land fronting on the author- 
ized Tule Lake deepwater project, which it acquired as a site for future expan- 
sion of its present plant, or the construction of a plant by one of the affiliated 
companies. The company contemplates filling the property, in anticipation of 
using it after the fill has consolidated. 

For several years Fordyce Gravel Co. has owned a site on the authorized deep- 
water channel, and it is expected that the company will develop the property 
once the channel has been dredged to project dimensions. 

The Suntide Refining Co. has constructed the largest refinery in the Corpus 
Christi area under certificate of necessity TA—-NC-21313. This plant is located 
1% miles west of the westerly end of the authorized Tule Lake extension. The 
refinery, which consists of a crude and vacuum unit, catalytic cracking unit, 
concentration unit, hydrofloric acid alkalation unit, phosphoric acid polymeriza- 
tion unit and complete utilities, processes between 30,000 and 35,000 barrels of 


61653—55—pt. 237 





576 


crude per day. Officials of the company estimate the following tonnage wij 
move by water per year: 

Products Tons per year 
Gasoline (regular, premium, and aviation) 660, 650 
Heating oil and diesel fuel 381, 425 
Jet fuel 250, 755 
Bunker C fuel 127, 750 


-_——_, 


Total tons per year 1, 420, 580 


It is estimated that a savings of $0.30 per ton can be realized in loading tank. 
ers at the Tule Lake Basin instead of pumping the products 8% miles and loading 
tankers at one of the present docks. Based on this estimate, the loading of 
tankers at the Tule Lake Basin represents an annual saving of $426,000 in trans. 
portation costs over the present method of loading the ships. 

A second certificate of necessity, which would approximately double the ¢a- 
pacity of the plant, has been received by the company, but as yet it has not 
begun construction of the second unit. It is estimated that the second unit will 
increase petroleum shipments by at least 1 million tons per year. 

North American Petroleum Co. and W. K. Holt Co. have each recently acquired 
tracts of land near the westerly end of the authorized Tule Lake Channel 
extension for industrial development. One company has advised the district 
that the two companies intend to develop both tracts together. The petroleum 
company plans to begin construction of its plant in June of this year. (See 
exhibit 2, letter of NAPCO, dated May 5, 1955.) In the initial operation, the 
company proposes to run 10,000 barrels of crude per day, however, in 2 years, 
they expect to be running 20,000 barrels per day. It is estimated that half of 
the products from the refinery will move by water. 

Heldenfels Bros., a local contractor and building materials dealer, owns a 
275-acre tract with frontage on the Tule Lake channel, which they plan to 
develop into small industrial sites in the near future. The company has a 
hot-mix plant in operation on the site and has dredged a slip and constructed 
a bulkhead on the canal for handling construction materials received by water, 

Humble Pipeline Co. has a large crude oil tank farm located near the Suntide 
refinery and not far from the authorized Tule Lake turning basin. Crude 
from both west and south Texas is received at this terminal, however, no estimate 
is available of the tonnage that the company might move by water after the 
deepwater channel is completed. 


ESTIMATED *SAVINGS IN TRANSPORTATLON COSTS 


Shown below is the estimated annual savings in transportation costs that 
will be realized once the Tule Lake Channel extension is completed and the 
industries located along it begin using the channel. 


Name of company Savings 
Jorn Products Refining Co Ei $137, 070 
North American Petroleum Corp 56, 250 
Corpus Christi Refining Co 33, 530 
Suntide Refining Co ) : si J RS 


Estimated annual savings________ 12 _ 952, 850 


The estimated annual savings in transportation costs total $952,850 as con- 
pared to an annual Federal cost of less than $100,000 to dredge and maintain the 
channel. This favorable ratio of better than 9 to 1 is ample justification for the 
Federal Government’s dredging and maintaining the Tule Lake Channel extet- 
sion to project dimensions, 


CONCUSSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 


The tonnages produced by the industries located along the authorized Tule 
Lake extension is sufficient justification for Congress appropriating the funds 
recommended by the Bureau of the Budget for continuing work on the project. 
We respectfully urge that you give favorable consideration to the recommenda- 
tion that $600,000 be appropriated this year to continue dredging on the Tule 
Lake extension of the Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway. 
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mM ExHEBIT 2 
NortH AMERICAN PETROLEUM CorP., NAPCO, 
ear Corpus Christi, Tew., May 5, 1955. 
550 Nueces CouNTY NAVIGATION District, e 
495 Gugenheim-Cohn Building, Corpus Christi, Tez. 
5 (Attention : Mr. Duane Orr.) 
150 


Dear Mr. Orr: Concerning our several conversations this is to confirm that 
North American Petroleum Corp. is purchasing the 60-acre tract of land located 


s80 on Upriver Road, for the construction of a petroleum refinery. 

nk We have been negotiating for this particular site since the later part of 1953, 

ing primarily because we have been advised and more or less assured that the pro- 

of posed deepwater ship channel would pass by our property. 

Ls Our plan for construction is progressing, whereas we are hopeful to begin 

construction by early June of this year. 

Ca- When our initial plant is in operation we anticipate the handling of some 

not 10,000 barrels per day, along the same line within 2 years of operation we an- 

will ticipate 20,000 barrels per day of raw, semirefined, and refined petroleum products. 
We anticipate the use of the ship channel for both barge and oceangoing ves- 

ired sels transportation and eventually propose to construct our own docks. It is 

nel with this water transportation facilities in mind that we paid a considerable 

rict higher price for the property in question than we would have otherwise. 

Dum Therefore, it is imperative to our present and future plans for the construction 

See and growth of our refinery and facilities, that the proposed ship channel pro» 

the gresses as rapidly as possible. 

“ars, We are certain that the facilities of the navigation in the entire Corpus 

f of Christi area will benefit greatly now and for many future years by the proposed 

channel and turning basin. 

is a Very truly yours, 

n to V. VERMILYEA, Vice President. 

ae Mr. MILLER. That will conclude our testimony, Mr. Chairman. We 

ater, Ja Will appreciate the earnest consideration of the committee in regard 

itide JP to these projects. 

rude Mr. Evins. Do you have any further statement, Congressman Bell ? 

oe Mr. Betz. No; I have no further general statement, Mr. Chairman. 


Mr. Smiru. Mr. Chairman, I just want to tell you this much: We 
surely do thank you for your kind and courteous attention which you 
have given to our group here today. 
that Mr. Evins. You have all made fine statements. You have given 
| the J a general overall fine presentation and we have been pleased to hear 

you. I have been in your town of Corpus Christi and it is a good 
pings town. 


7, 070 
+ 959 Cuetco Prosecr 


3, 730 ‘ . ‘ ‘ 

5,000 Jae Mr. Evins. Before we hear the next witness, I will insert into the 
—— [record a statement by Mr. Ed F. Ackley in regard to the Chetco River 
2, 800 TM project, Oregon. 


com (The statement is as follows :) 
in the 


or the 
ex tel 
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STATEMENT RE CHETCO PROJECT 


INTRODUCTION 









The Chetco River rises in the coast range and flows approximately 30 miles 
through Curry County, Oreg. Its mouth is located on the boundary of the city 
of Brookings and the Pacific Ocean. The river flows into the ocean at a point 
approximately 6 miles north of the California and Oregon State line. 

Approximately one-half mile northerly from this last named point the conti- 
hental shore line swings toward the east. This shoreline is marked by high 
cliffs which act as a break against the prevailing westerly and northwesterly 
Winds over the ocean. The area of water resulting from this swing of the conti- 


616583—55—pt. 2——38 


| Tule 

funds 
roject. 
venda- 
>» Tule 





em 





578 


nental shoreline is called Pelican Bay. As the result of all of this, for approyi. 
mately 2 miles out from the mouth of the Chetco River, there is smooth wate, 
The usual offshore surge and roll of the ocean, peculiar to much of the shoreline 
of the Oregon coast, does not occur at the mouth of the Chetco River. 

We respectfully show your committee that, north of Monterey Bay in the 
State of California, there is no place on the west coast that lends itself so favor. 
ably to the purpose that we here respectfully propose. As a matter of fact ther 
is no other place on the west coast which can be adapted to a similar purpose, 

Prior to World War No. II, the development of the mouth of the Chetco River 
was offered, approved and recommended to Congress by the Corps of Army Engi. 
neers. Since that time it has remained dormant before Congress. : 

At the time of the initial recommendation to Congress, southern Curry County, 
Oreg., the area surrounding this proposed development, was a thinly settle 
area, and actually, one of the last frontiers of the Nation. 

Today people from all corners of the country are here taking up their respective 
residences. The city of Brookings does not appear on the last Federal census, 
Today it is an incorporated city of approximately 3,000 population. Surrounding 
the city are approximately 2,000 other residents. This area is approximately 
15 miles in length along the Pacific Ocean and is located on benches which drift 
back, a distance of approximately 2 miles, to the mountains. It possesses one 
of the finest climates in America. The Weather Bureau has a station here 
Occasionally in the months of January and February our high daily temperature 
is the highest in the United States. We seldom have snow and never have ice, 
other than in an occasional nominal amount, which is quickly dissipated. In the 
winter it is warm and in the summer it is cool. We seldom have a temperature 
in excess of 80 degrees or under 40 degrees. Flowers bloom here the year 
round. The area extends along United States Highway 101 which runs north, 
along the Pacific Coast. from San Francisco. It is located approximately half 
way between San Francisco, Calif., and Portland, Oreg. 


THE CHETCO DEVELOPMENT 


1. This development as suggested and approved by the Corps of United States 
Army Engineers calls for, in part, the erection of a jetty at the mouth of the 
Chetco River. In its original recommendation the Army engineers set forth as 
necessary to complete the proposed development the sum of approximately 
$180,000. The people of this area agree to provide, at their cost, sufficient rock 
quarries from which to supply the necessary rock for the jetties. 

2. After this proposed improvement has been constructed, a commercial ani 
sports fishing boat, and small ocean-going craft haven can be established on the 
river basin for use by the public. The Coast Guard could use this haven asa 
base. It could further be developed into a submarine base. And, as above state, 
there is no place along the Pacific coastline that would more readily adapt itself 
to such purposes. If this project could be accomplished, this area could lt 
made into one of the most pleasant recreational areas in the country without! 
cost to the Federal Government. 


JUSTIFICATION OF THE EXPENSE 


1. Offshore from the mouth of the Chetco River is one of the best fishing areas 
on the west coast. This fishing area extends for some 20 miles along the coast 
line. Here salmon, halibut, tuna, ling cod, sea bass and many other species 
fish may be caught in abundance. Here are great banks of crab and abaloue 
water. 

2. Hundreds of commercial fishing craft now ply these waters. Due to tle 
distance from, and the difficulty in getting to, a port at which to discharge thei 
cargoes, commercial fishing is serious handicapped. 

3. Sports fishermen now arrive in large numbers and launch their boats up0 
the ocean and are fishing offshore. These people come from all over the 
United States. All of them have heard about the sport to be had offshore 
from the mouth of the Chetco River and are determined to have a part of it. 
Most of these people come from inland areas of this country and have hai 
little, if any, experience with ocean conditions. As they launch their boats 
from the shore under the present primitive conditions, they either seem t 
forget or do not realize the hazards and the perils of their venture. As: 
further result of their enthusiasm, some of them have been drowned. Construt 
tion of the proposed development would result in the saving of human lif 
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and greatly diminish the perils which surround these people under present 
onditions. 

. > Provided this development were completed, the commercial fishingmen 
could have a readily accessible place, at any time of the year, at which to dis- 
charge their respective cargoes. They would establish canneries upon the 
panks of the river with the result that a greater supply of canned fish would 
be available in our markets. 

5. Provided this development was created, safe sports fishing boats would 
transport fishermen out onto the ocean and offer unsurpassed fishing and 
recreation. This would be available at slight cost to the thousands of tourists 
who travel over United States Highway 101. The recreational area which 
could be built upon this development could be maintained by the State of 
Oregon from additional taxes which would be received from and paid by the 
commercial fishermen. The Federal Government would not be requested to 
contribute any sum of money toward the maintenance of this rcreational area. 

6. It would afford a harbor easily accessible at any time of the year for use 
py the Government for its Coast Guard craft. 

7. This development would enhance the national income. Canneries, ware- 
houses, boat works, machine shops and fuel stations would be built and from 
ihe operation thereof many people would make a living. 

8. The intangible benefits to be derived from this development are beyond 
any estimation of dollars and cents. Thousands of people from all of our 
States now come to this area for recreation. Located upon one of the Nation’s 
better known highways, it is easily accessible to everyone. It is a green land 
of giant firs and redwoods, encompassed by scenery with breath-taking views, 
hounded by the Pacific Ocean in its peaceful ebb and flow, inhabited by a kind 
and hospitable people. Please do not believe that we here exaggerate the 
potentialities of this area, but, rather, we understate and underestimate the 
many benefits to be attained from this proposed development. 

We honestly and sincerely conclude by saying that, if you gentlemen of 
Congress will approve of and appropriate for this project and thereafter come 
out here and view the results of your action, there shall be no doubts in your 
minds relative to the integrity of the above statement which we here respectfully 
offer to you for your consideration, 

Respectfully submitted. 


May 12, 1955. 


Ep F. AcKLry. 


TuurspAy, May 12, 1955. 
Rocxy Reacu—Cotumera River 


WITNESS 


HON. WALT HORAN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF WASHINGTON 


Mr. Evins. The committee will hear next our colleague, Walt 
Horan, who is a great friend and a great Congressman. We will be 
pleased to hear you, Mr. Horan, at this time. 

Mr. Horan. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, I pane that what I contribute will not be repetitious 


of the testimony you have heard. [If it is, I trust the subcommittee 
will forgive me, and I would like to ask Colonel Whipple to supple- 
ment anything I say. 

Mr. Evins. We will give you the privilege of cross-examining Colo- 
nel Whipple. 

Mr. Horan. Well, he is a very dear friend of mine and I hope that 
will not be necessary. 

What we are considering here, as you know, actually is the stretch 
of the Columbia River above the reservoir formed by the Rock Island 
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Dam, which is presently owned by the Chelan County Public Utility 
District. That is my home county. . 

Mr. Evins. We are told that Seaisddhie is a great public-power 
area and a great area for apples and other fruits, too. 

Mr: Horan. We do think that we have a very intelligent and for- 
ward-looking population there. 

Mr. Hanp. It proves that by the returns from the election. 

Mr. Horan. Thank you. 

We do appreciate the fact that we have lived beside this river from 
time immemorial and we have seen literally billions of dollars of 
values go down the river in the absence of dams to utilize the power 
capability as reflected in this water. ® 

Chief Joseph Dam is being built now by the Army engineers and 
it is quite a monument to the efficiency of Charles Wagner, the resi- 
dent engineer. At the time this dam was originally estimated for, the 
cost was placed at $225 million. It will be actually completed for 
an outlay of about $170 million, which indicates the full use of all of 
the natural possibilities connected with Chief Joseph Dam have been 
utilized. 

We are very proud of that, and also the fact that the Army engi- 
neers have seen fit to promote Charles Wagner, as the resident en- 
gineer, to the Seattle office. He is a great man and a great dam 
builder. 

The Columbia River Falls—I believe I am correct in this, Colone! 
Whipple, nearly 150 feet—is that not about true—from the tail race 
of Chief Joseph Dam to the head of the reservoir formed by the Rock 
island Dam? 

Colonel Wurerre. It is about 140 feet. 

Mr. Horan, About 140 feet. This reach of the river was included 
in the Army’s 308 report of 1925. However, only cursory examina- 
tions were made, and at that time they suggested that there was a good 
site for a dam here [indicating] in a rather wide section of the river 
known as Rocky Reach. And on the face of it, it looked like the type 
of dam that could be built with a dam across the river, and the same 
type of estuary and powerplant which we have at Chief Joseph. This 
would warp the river around a huge rock extending over on the east- 
ern side of the river, and allow the powerplant to be put at a right 
angle to the dam. 

However, the Chelan County Public Utility District has a license 
on this and has already employed Stone & Webster Corp. to make 
seismographic studies and they have found the bedrock at that partic- 
ular point is so far under a lot of rubble and dirt that the cost of 
moving the dirt to get down to bedrock would be prohibitive, some- 
thing like $30 million—at least that is the estimate; and so Chelan 
County Public Utility District has employed Stone & Webster, and 
they have made this seismographic study of the river at this point, 
and they have found that by going down the river some 2 miles, that 
in the vicinity of what is known as Lincoln Rock, where there is an 
astounding life-like profile of Abraham Lincoln in what is known as 
the Swankane Canyon and in that vicinity they find bedrock prac- 
tically, well, very close to the soil, and it is estimated there will prob- 
ably be a great savings over the original estimate for Rocky Reach. 
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y However, since this has never been studied in detail, the borings, 
and since we do not know what the Federal interest is in this stretch 
, of the river, we have this supplemental now to enable the Army engi- 


neers to complete their work on the Columbia River and determine 
what the Federal interests are. 

I might say that the Chelan County Public Utility District is ready 
and prepared to proceed with this construction of the dam at Rocky 
Reach. However, we do feel that the Army engineers should make 
the study and should make their determination as to what the Federal 
interests are, what the values are that might be nonreimbursable; that 
is, such as navigation, together with studies that the Chelan County 
Public Utility District is making already concerning fish and wildlife 
and also the reclamation and other features that might be had in con- 
nection with this stretch of the river. 

We do not know, until the Army engineers have completed their 

f study, whether we will want 1, 2, or 3 dams. It may be that it will 
: be found feasible to put 3 dams in here; it muy be found that we 


he 


want 1 rather high head dam at the Rocky Reach area and none 
" upstream. That is to be determined by these proposed studies. 

4 I might say that Douglas County has also filed on a site here some 
io. miles north, known as Wells, which would be right at this point [indi- 


cating], and we need the study to enable these two public utility dis- 
vl tricts, Chelan County and Douglas County, to know exactly where 
ce they are and to know exactly what the nature of the stream is, and to 
«et know exactly what the Federal interest in this is, so that these counties 
can go ahead with the proposed construction of these dams. 

I can say that there will be no difficulty to finance the construction 
led jy of these dams; that is tentatively arranged for at the present time; 
na- y Lut. we do feel that, since there are these interests, and since this is 
vod ey 22 international river, and since the Army engineers have done such 
an outstanding piece of work on this river, we would like to have this 


oa study made. 
a Mr. Evins. That is very interesting testimony, Mr. Horan. I have 


‘his jy Justa few questions for edification. 
Mr. Horan. Yes. 





re Mr. Evins. How far distant is it by river from Grand Coulee to 
° Chief Joseph ? 

- Mr. Horan. Fifty-two miles, I believe; is that not right, Colonel 
ae Whipple? That is from the tail race of Grand Coulee Dam to the 
a. Chief Joseph structure. 


pt Mr. Evins. How far is it from Chief Joseph to the Chelan County 
| Rock Island Dam ? 
Mr. Horan. To the headwaters of the reach above—— 
Mr. Evins (interposing). To the dam. 
Mr. Horan. To the dam? 
Mr. Evins. Yes; Chief Joseph Dam down to Rock Island Dam. 
Mr. Horan. It is in excess of 60 miles. Have you got the exact 











yme- 
elan 
and 
oint, 
that 


s > figures ? 
i Colonel Wurtz. Idonothavetheexact mileage. = 
vob. ...t: Horan. It is in excess of 60 miles from here [indicating] as the 


river flows. 

Mr. Evins. It looks as though the map would show it twice as far, 
from Chief Joseph to Grand Coulee, say 100 miles. 

Mr. Horan, No. 


each. 
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Mr. Evins. You say it is about 52 miles? 

Mr. Horan. Yes; lamsorry I donot have the exact mileage. 

Mr. Evins. And you say the other is about 60? 

Mr. Horan. No; I think I had better check that. I would like to 
supply that for the record, because if this is 52 [indicating] this 
other would have to be in the neighborhood of 90, I would think. 

Mr, Evins. How far is it from Chief Joseph to the headwaters of 
the impounded waters at Rock Island? 

Mr. Horan. That comes up to about here [indicating]. This indi- 
cated in green here is my homé; and we sold flood rights on the river 
there, and that takes up to 634. What is the elevation of Chief 
Joseph, Colonel Whipple? They have flood rights up to an elevation 
of 634 feet above sea level. 

Colonel Wurrrte. The elevation at Chief Joseph is 946. 

Mr. Horan. 946. Then we have got something like 140 feet differ- 
ence. 

Colonel Wurerte. That is the maximum. 

Mr. Horan. The maximum. 

Colonel Wutrrie. To the upper pool, and then, as you say, the 
tail water is somewhere below 800 at Chief Joseph Dam. 

Mr. Evins. The Chelan Public Power District owns, as I under- 
stand it, the Rock Island Dam ? 

Mr. Horan. Yes. 

Mr. Evins. Would they interpose objection? I am trying to deter- 
mine, on a mileage basis, how far do their rights go. 

Mr. Horan. This is 634 feet, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Evins. Would they interpose an objection to building there? 

Mr. Horan. No, they could not. Their right to raise the water 
is stopped at 634 feet above sea level. 

Mr. Evins. That is my point. Could you point out again on the 
map approximately where that elevation is? 

Mr. Horan. About here [indicating]; that would be my guess. 
Would that not be about right? 

Colonel Wurrete. Yes; I think it runs about 21 miles up the river. 

Mr. Horan. I would guess about here [indicating]. 

Mr. Evins. Anything about 21 miles then would meet no objection 
by the Chelan Public Power District? 

Mr. Horan. There could not be. The dam has been completed by 
the Chelan County Public Utilities District. It was originally built 
as a low-head dam, but 3 years ago they completed it and built the 
higher structure, so they have the maximum use of the river there. 

Mr. Evins. You say, Mr. Horan, that Stone & Webster was making 
a survey for the Chelan County District? 

Mr. Horan. Yes; they have employed them to make a study because 
they were interested in filing; when they filed their right to build at 
this reach, they were required to do some work. 

Mr. Evins. Chelan County filed ? 

Mr. Horan. Yes; and they were required to do some work and 
they employed Stone & Webster to make a study of the river at that 
section. However, it is sort of supplementary and we want the Army 
engineers to make the study for the entire stretch of the river. 

Mr. Evrys. And the funds requested here for this survey would be 
for the entire river ? 
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Mr. Horan. Yes, in this particular stretch of the Columbia. 
Mr. Evins. Covering the entire area between Rock Island and Chief 


oseph ¢ 
to ' Mr. Hen Yes; including the Wells site which Douglas County is 
is interested. 
7 Mr. Evins. The Corps of Engineers is: skilled and is capable of 
of doing the job? 

Mr. Horan. Yes; they have done an excellent job out there, and 
li- we are very proud of the men in the Corps of ONE out our way 
er and we feel that they could do a thorough job, but could also do a 
ef good economical job. 
on Mr. Evins. Regardless of where the future dam site may be located, 


it is proposed that this dam be a partnership proposition ? 
Mr. Horan. Yes, with the Federal Government assuming those 
er- values which the Army engineers might determine were strictly 
Federal. 
We have, I might say, one dam here which we would like to have 
built one of these days, and that is the Libby Dam, which would be 


the strictly Federal. That would not be in any sense a partnership dam. 
Mr. Evrns. Who are the private interests that would enter into the 
er- partnership here? 


Mr. Horan. None. 
Mr. Evins. It would be with Chelan County ? 
“ Mr. Horan. It is Chelan County entirely. 
Mr. Evins. There would not be an arrangement between so-called 
private interests and public interests ? 
re? Mr. Horan. No. 13 
ster Mr. Evins. And it is your feeling that these funds should be pro- 
vided forthwith, so that the Army engineers can go ahead and do 
the the work in 1956? 
Mr. Horan. We are very anxious to get started and very anxious 


soa for them to build. 
Mr. Evins. You have made a very fine statement. 
leer, Mr. Horan. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Horan. 
tine Mr. Horan. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. You have been very kind. 
d by Fripay, May 6, 1955. 
built 
; the Prosects In NEVADA 
2. 
king WITNESS 


aise HON. CLIFTON YOUNG, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
ld at THE STATE OF NEVADA 


Mr. Evins. We will now hear from our colleague, Congressman 
Young, of Nevada. I believe that you are interested in Boulder 


a City. 
“ Mr. Youna. I am interested in supporting budgetary requests for 


the Bureau of Reclamation, the Department of the Interior, in their 
abe activities in the State of Nevada and the district that I represent. 
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First, under general ee appropriation, I would like to 
support their request for $20, to continue reconnaissance studies 
in the lower Colorado River Basin, 

This reconnaissance will take place in the vicinity of Moapa pump. 
ing and Mormon Mesa, both of which are critically short of water, 
The valley has an allocation in Colorado River of some 300,000 acre- 
feet, but there is a high lift involved. It is not possible to utilize 
that water with a gravity feed, and we are anxious to see whether 
or not it would be feasible through reclamation development to even- 
tually put that water to constructive use on our land, 

Second, under general investigations, the Bureau was seeking some 
$66,000 to continue engineering and economic investigations in the 
vicinity of Las Vegas. They have already submitted a preliminary 
report and have developed two potential types of reclamation projects 
there, one using the effluent from the sewage, and the other using 
water from Lake Mead, not for agricultural purposes, but industrial, 
municipal, and domestic uses. 

This sum is necessary to continue the investigations which they 
have already developed to see whether or not any plan ultimately 
would be feasible. 

With regard to Boulder Canyon project, I would like to support 
their request, first for the Hoover powerplant in connection with the 
procurement of equipment for a generating unit known as N-8, 
That would be the last generating unit to be installed there. It has 
been programed for several years. Developments have been held up 
because of some sort of dispute between Nevada and California, but 
I think that has been resolved and they are now ready to proceed 

There is an item of $130,000 for a switchyard, installation of a 
transformer bank, and this is an obligation resulting from an existing 
contract. 

There is another item for general property, $140,000; and $100,000 
of that is for the installation of a sewage-disposal plant at Hoover 
Dam. This is a serious deficiency. There are nearly 2 million 
visitors a year to the Lake Mead recreation area at the present time. 
Strangely enough, when the dam was planned there was no provision 
made for disposing of the sewage. 

Directly below Hoover Dam is Lake Mojave. It is a rather attrac- 
tive, elongated lake, which is becoming a recreational center, and the 
sewage from the dam is dumped into Lake Mojave. About a third 
of the people who visit the recreational area go through the Hoover 
Dam and the equivalent of a city of about 1,500 would produce the 
same amount of affluent and sewage which is now dumped into Lake 
Mojave. It has been criticized by both the State health commis- 
sions of Nevada and Arizona, and the Department of Health, Educa- 
tion, and Welfare have conducted investigations and have found that 
a health menace exists there. 

I am hopeful that the committee will see fit to approve the Secre- 
tary’s request to allow the installation of a sewage-disposal plant at 
Hoover Dam. 

Over at Boulder City, which is a part of the project, they are 
having difficulty with their sewage-disposal plant, too. I have 
checked there several times during the past year, and the odors 
from the plant are detectable from the city. They are seeking 
$50,000 to further rehabilitate and improve these conditions. 
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At Boulder City there is $519,000 being requested for the opera- 
tion and maintenance of the city in the field of utility management 
and municipal facilities. I know that roads and highways are badly 
in need of repair. 

The committee will perhaps be interested to know that a con- 

essional hearing will be conducted starting next Tuesday and 
Wednesday in Boulder City on legislation which is designed to enable 
the Government to withdraw from the task of operating the city 
and to allow the Government to discontinue its real-estate business 
there 

The bill, which has been endorsed by the Appropriations Com- 
mittees in the past, will enable the Government in charge to get out 
of the business of operating Boulder City. 

I am hopeful if such occurs we will no longer impose upon your 
time here requesting appropriations each year to operate. 

Mr. Evins. We thank you very much. 

The committee will stand adjourned. 


Turspay, May 3, 1955. 
Froop Controt Prosecr, Crry or Montezuma, Macon County, Ga. 
WITNESS 


HON. E. L. FORRESTER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF GEORGIA 


Mr. Evtns. The committee will hear Congressman E. L. Forrester 
of Georgia. Mr. Forrester is a very able Representative from the 
State of Georgia and a member of the important Judiciary Committee 
and our friend and we are certainly very glad to hear him. 

Mr. Forrester. I appreciate, Mr. Chairman, the opportunity of 
appearing before this committee. 

For the record, I will identify myself. I am E. L. Forrester, Con- 
gressman from the Third District of Georgia. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I am sure that you are rushed for time. I as- 
sure you that I do not intend to take up much of your time. 

I have a short statement, following which I may have a few com- 
ments to make and then I would like for the gentlemen of this com- 
mittee to ask me any questions that they would think pertinent. 

Mr. Evins. You may proceed as you wish. 

Mr. Forrester. Mr. Chairman, I am deeply interested in a flood- 
control project for the protection of the citizens of the city of Monte- 
zuma, Macon County, Ga., arising out of that certain navigable stream 
known as the Flint River, which has a habit during heavy rainy 
seasons of inundating a large portion of the business section of that 
city. 

I have taken this matter up with the Chief of Engineers, Depart- 
ment of the Army, asking that this project be handled under the gen- 
eral authority of section 212 of the 1950 Flood Control Act. That 
act permits $150,000 to be expended on a project upon a finding of the 
Chief of Engineers that such project is necessary. Beginning in 1952, 
the engineers have interested themselves in this project, and the Chief 
of Engineers advised me that they have a plan for construction which 
has been considered satisfactory by his reviewing authorities. His 
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report states that the total cost of the construction recommended 
would be $207,000, of which $150,000 would necessarily be the Feder] 
portion under authority of section 212 above referred to. The city 
of Montezuma has agreed to pay the additiona] sum of $57,000, so 
that the cost to the Government would be $150,000. 

I am requesting that a letter from Gen. E. C. Itschner, dated 
October 28, 1954, which enumerates the cost and says that the con- 
struction plan has been approved be made a part of the record. Also 
copy of a letter from the Chief of Engineers to me, dated February 
16, 1955, advising me that it was impossible to say whether this project 
could be financed in the fiscal year 1956 through funds allotted section 
212. The general stated that plans have been developed and full 
project review accomplished for 7 projects, and additionally, they 
were studying 5 additional projects apparently justified and needed. 
That the estimated Federal cost of the 7 developed projects is slightly 
over $1 million, while the President’s 1956 budget includes only 
$600,000 for spending on section 212 of the Flood Control Act. A 
copy of that letter from General Itschner is attached. 

The purpose of my appearance before your subcommittee today 
is to urge that your committee recommend that, at least, $1 million be 
appropriated for the fiscal year 1956 budget for obligation under the 
authority of section 212 of the 1950 Flood Control Act. The amount 
asked for is modest, indeed. The project that I am interested in is one 
that is of imperative necessity. The people of Montezuma are willing 
and anxious to contribute to this project as set out above and will vote 
bonds for that purpose immediately upon being notified that the Gov- 
ernment will expend $150,000 thereon. 

This project simply cannot wait. It would be bad for that city to be 
flooded again by a navigable river when the situation can be so easily 
remedied by a most modest sum being applied thereto. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, sir. 

The letters you referred to will be incorporated in the record as you 
requested. 

(The letters are as follows :) 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE CTIIIEF OF ENGINEERS, 
Washington 25, D. 0., October 28, 1954. 
Hon. FE. L. Forrester, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR Mr. Forrester: Reference is made to your letter dated October 20, 1954. 
in which you requested that you be furnished information on the status of th 
report prepared by the district engineer at Mobile, Ala., on the flood problem at 
Montezuma, Ga. Information in this regard is furnished herein. 

The report of the district engineer proposes a program of levee construction 
along the right bank of Beaver Creek where the channel of that stream is 
adjacent to the town of Montezuma. The proposed levee system would | 
supplemented with interior drainage facilities consisting of a pumping plant 
and appurtenant works, and would also include facilities for the provision 0! 
emergency closures of the two railroad crossings during periods of extreme 
high water. The report recommends construction of the project at an estimated 
total cost of $207,000, of which $150,000 would be the Federal portion. The towl 
of Montezuma would be required to furnish certain assurances of local coopera- 
tion, including participation in the project at an estimated cost of $57,000. 

A review of the proposed plan of construction has been made by the division 
engineer at Atlanta, Ga., and by this office. The plan is considered satisfactory 
by both reviewing authorities. However, as all funds available to this office 
for the accomplishment of small local protection projects under the authority of 
section 212 of the 1950 Flood Control Act have been allocated, the formal approval 
to initiate construction will have to be deferred until adequate appropriations 
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pecome available. In this connection, fiscal year 1955 appropriations for work 
under the above noted authority amounted to only $300,000, or enough for 
Federal participation in only 2 projects the size of the 1 planned at Montezuma. 
This situation has resulted in the formation of a fairly large backlog of proposed 
projects on which favorable reports have been received. It will therefore be 
necessary to reserve any definite decision in the Montezuma case until the 
amount of funds to be made available for fiscal year 1956 is known. As soon 
as additional funds are appropriated, it is proposed to reexamine the backlog 
of favorable reports with a view to approving as many as practicable within 
the limit of the appropriated amount with preference being given to those of 
greatest overall merit. You may be assured that the Montezuma project is con- 
sidered a meritorious one and will receive, at that time, full consideration along 
with the other projects which have been found eligible for construction. 

I trust that the above information will be sufficient for your needs at this 
time. Should you desire additional information please feel free to call upon 
me. 

Sincerely yours, 
Wm. WHIPPLE, 
Colonel, Corps of Engineers 
(For E. C. Itschner, Brigadier General, United States Army, Assistant 
Chief of Engineers for Civil Works). 

Fesrkuary 16, 1955. 

Hon. E. L. FoORRESTER, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Deak Mr. ForRESTER: Reference is made to your letter of January 20, 1955, 
in which you asked for information concerning the proposed local protection 
project for Montezuma, Ga. 

As you know, projects of the type of that proposed for Montezuma are selected 
under the general authority of section 212 of the 1950 Flood Control Act. As 
stated in our letter of October 29, 1954, funds available through fiscal year 1955 
for allocation to this type of work have been exhausted. Our present unfinanced 
backlog of justified projects, for which plans have been developed and full project 
review accomplished, now totals seven. In addition, we have under study at 
the present time five additional projects apparently justified and needed. 

The estimated Federal cost of the 7 fully developed projects is slightly over 
$1 million, and of the 5 additional projects approximately $800,000. Contrasted 
with this amount, the President’s fiscal year 1956 budget includes only $600,000 
for obligation under the authority of section 212 of the 1950 Flood Control Act. 

In view of this situation, I consider that the only fair approach is to delay 
final selection of further projects to be financed until the Appropriation Act 
of fiscal year 1956 is passed. At that time I shall analyze all the projects whose 
review is complete and for which plans are ready, and allocate to those projects 
most needed and justified the funds made available. This procedure, incidentally, 
is the one we have followed in other recent years when a substantial backlog 
of projects existed. 

I am fully aware of the requirement for flood protection at Montezuma, and 
of the need of the city to have maximum advance information. In view of all 
the above, however, I am unable to state specifically whether or not this project 
can be financed in fiscal year 1956. You may be assured, however, that I shall 
ee you and the city as soon as funds can be committed definitely to this 
work. 

Sincerely yours, 
E. C. ITSCHNER, 
Brigadier General United States Army, 
Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil Works. 


Mr. Forrester. Now, Mr. Chairman, right or wrong, when I came 
to Congress that is the way I proceeded. I tried to get something 
done for those people down there under that Flood Control Act. 
As I say, this project has already been declared as one that is neces- 
sary and one that can be done for the modest sum of $207,000. To 
me, it is somewhat, refreshing that although this is a navigable river 
and this matter is one that responsibility is upon the Federal Gov- 
ernment, that the people of that city, and it is a small city, it is about 
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3,500 people, that they are willing to vote bonds and pay that sum of 
$57,000 in order to get this work started. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, what is happening to those people down there 
is every time we have a rainy season the water comes from Flint 
River and backs over into the town and it causes untold damage to 
the business section of that little town. Now, I am impressed jn 
this matter because this is one that is not the result of high pressure, 
This is one, Mr. Chairman, that the engineers of the United States 
say that this is expedient and something that should be done. To 
tell you the truth, you gentlemen may from your experience have 
some reasons that I am unaware of, but I cannot but think that this 
is one of ‘the finest ways you can proceed in matters of this kind, 
There are no politics in it. 

The Engineering Department has to appraise these things and say 
when they should be done or whether they should not be done and 
I am glad that I can come before you in that manner and tell you that 
this project has been approved. 

Now, they are struggling along. They have sound projects. That 
is they say they have seven sound projects. I don’t know anything 
about those projects but I apprehend that every one of those are all 
right because the Corps of Wigivosrs says they are all right. 

Now, your budget only provides $600,000 for work of that kind 
which I think in the very nature of things are bound to be work that 
is deserving, having met the schedules and the policies of the Chief 
of Engineers. I want to hasten to say to you that the Chief of Engi- 
neers does not know that I am appearing before you today. I am 
taking this up on my own volition. It did occur to me, though, that 


if you could a $400,000 more into this appropriation for section 212 


of the Flood Control Act, you would get 7 projects that have been 
under scrutiny and met the approval of the Corps of Engineers. 

I might have dropped a bill into the basket and might have gotten 
the bill passed for the entire $207,000, but under present conditions, 
people down there realize that the danger is so acute and so real that 
with the present administration down there, the mayor and common 
council, there will be no difficulty in voting those bonds and getting 
that $57,000 and putting it into the pot and relieving the Federal 
Government of that amount. 

As I say, if you could give that modest sum of $1 million, you would 
have 7 projects, but realizing how badly the people down there need 
it I would like to see some provision made for this small project. 

Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Forrester, for a very fine statement, 
a very forceful statement. You are most persuasive in the matters 
that you advocate. 

We know that the funds, the so-called section 212 funds, may be 
used by the Corps of Engineers on projects which they approve. Your 

roject, as I understand it, has n approved provided sufficient 
funds are available. 

Mr. Forrester. That is correct. 

Mr. Evins. The other projects they have indicated to you have 
priority over yours? 

Mr. ithe heey No, sir; what they said was that they had seven. 
They said that we only have the sum of $600,000 in the budget. We 
just simply don’t know what we can do; that we can’t tell you that 
you will get the money in 1956. 





589 





Mr. Evins. And the ran of Montezuma will agree, you are quite 
sure to pay the bond costs? 
Mr. Forrester. I know they will. Under the present administra- 





; tion, I know they will. Of course, if this battle is long drawn out 

t you may get another mayor and council who may not be willing to 

) do that. 

1 Mr. Evtns. How often have these flash floods occurred to cause loss 

. of damage and property and lives ? 

$ Mr. Forrester. The last one occurred about 6 years ago. The 

0 chairman knows that we have had severe droughts down there but 

6 right now the rainfall is pretty heavy and this may be one of the 

§ years that we are going to get it. We may get it before relief comes. 

l. But I think that we can anticipate that we are pretty soon going to 
have something since we had such a drought over such an extended 

y eriod. 

d Mr. Evins. We thank you, Mr. Forrester, for your fine statement. 

t Mr. Murray. I would like to ask one question. Has the city already 
authorized the issuance of these bonds? 

it Mr. Forrester. They have not but I have been down there per- 

: sonally and talked with the mayor and the council and I know it 
is purely just a matter of routine. 

Mr. Murray. They have assured you if we appropriate—— 

d Mr. Forrester. That’s right. They have told me they could get this 

it $150,000 they would immediately vote the bonds. I would like to 

f say this also, that it is only a town of 3,500 people. That $57,000 

i- would be pretty heavy on their budget, having to pay those bonds, 

in but they are more than willing to do it. They would be delighted to 

at do it if they could just get this relief. 

2 I will tell you right now, I think that is somewhat refreshing to 

n find that people are willing to assume some responsibility according 
to their means and what they could afford to pay. 

n Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Forrester. 

Sy Mr. JENSEN. Do you feel that this is a responsibility of the Federal 

at Government ? 

mn Mr. Forrester. Yes, sir. The Corps of Engineers do not dispute 

2 that at all. It is caused by the navigable river, the Flint River, which 

al has been a navigable river as long as I know, and futher south the 
Government has many times heretofore spent money on that river. 

ld As a matter of fact, it is attached to and becomes a part of the Appa- 

od lachicola and the Chattahoochee River projects which you gentlemen 
have had before you for many, many years and which you would 

it, recognize by the Jim Woodruff Dam, the Buford Dam, and the Fort 

TS Gaines Dam, and so forth. It is one of the tributaries of that project. 

. Mr. Evins. Thank you, Mr. Forrester. 

A EAGLE GORGE DAM 


We will insert in the record at this point an additional statement 


supplied by Congressman Tollefson relative to the Eagle Gorge 
ve project. 


on. STATEMENT OF THOR C. ToLLEFSON, MEMBER OF CoNGrEsS, SixTH DtsTRIcT 
Ve WASHINGTON 
at Representatives of the city of Tacoma testified at the hearings of the Eagle 


Gorge project for one primary purpose, namely, to acquaint the committee with 
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the situation in connection with Tacoma’s water supply, the intake valves for 
which are located a short distance downstream from the site of the proposed 
dam. Tacoma is seriously concerned about the effect of its water supply by 
the construction and operation of the dam, but did not and does not want ty 
oppose the project which is to protect areas to the north of Tacoma. Tacoma 
is not in the flood area, is not affected by the floods in any way, and would not 
benefit by the dam except in a most remote manner. The construction anq 
operation of the dam, on the other hand, will interfere with the city’s water 
supply. 

Under provisions of the law of the city of Tacoma and the State of Wash. 
ington (Revised Code of Washington 88.010—Pollution Code Protecting City 
and Towns From Pollution to Water Supply. Lawrence v. Southard, 192 Wasp. 
ington Reports 287; 16 U. S. C. A. 524; 33 U. S. C. A. 701Q), Tacoma has definite 
and legal right to specific amounts of water from Green River. Pursuant ty 
the State constitution and the State laws these rights cannot be interfered with 
or taken away. For any damages or injuries suffered in connection with its 
water supply, Tacoma could recover compensation in the courts of the land. 

The Army engineers have been cognizant of the situation concerning the city’s 
water supply from the outset of the proposed construction of the dam, and have 
consulted with the city representatives about it. Several steps were considered 
by them for the protection of Tacoma’s water. One proposal was to move the 
intake valves upstream above the site of the dam; another was to construct 
pipelines to nearby lakes which would be used for reservoir purposes. Both 
would have proved costly to the Government. The proposal most economical 
to the Government was that which calls for construction of a new reservoir 
in connection with the present existing pipelines. Tacoma had planned to build 
such a new reservoir 5 to 10 years hence. Extra cost to Tacoma to build the 
dam now and to utilize other sources of water supply [wells] during construc. 
tion of the dam would be several hundred thousand dollars. But if the city’s 
reservoir could be built now, the Government would save many thousands of 
dollars after reimbursing Tacoma for its original cost. Tacoma is willing to 
cooperate with the Army engineers, even though some of its representatives feel 
that Tacoma will not in any event be fully reimbursed for its extra expenses, 

It should be borne in mind that the State of Washington and King County 
are contributing $2 million. It is estimated that $1,250,000 of that amount 
will be used during the first year of construction. 
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